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PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION 


The wars and revolutions of our century have 
strongly revived the interest in political ideas. Conflicts between, anct within, 
nations are over power and advantage; but they also express profound cleav- 
ages of ideas and creeds rooted in conflicting ways of life. If western civiliza- 
tion is to survive, we shall have to develop a deeper knowledge and keener 
appreciation of its basic values than ever before, because the threat confront- 
ing it — communist world domination — is more serious than ever before. 

The most direct way of acquainting oneself with the great ideas that have 
animated the western world from Machiavelli to date is to go back to the 
great writers themselves. This is the method employed in the present book. 
However, I have prefaced each chapter of selections from original sources 
with an introductory essay of my own to provide the proper setting and 
perspective for the issues dealt with. To further facilitate the work and 
pleasure of the reader, the Bibliographical Notes at the end of the book con- 
tain additional bibliographical comments and criticisms which, it is hoped, 
will help to convey the vitality and excitement of important political ideas 
as well as aid in research on more specialized topics. 

As to the presentation of the material, it has seemed to me that the richness 
and complexity of modern political thought, particularly as it effects world 
events, may easily be lost in the customary chronological or biographical 
approach, and as a result I have adopted the method of great issues as the 
focus of attention and organization. 

Part I, “Philosophy, Psychology, and Politics,” stresses, first, the fact that, 
in a broad sense, all questions of political philosophy arc related to funda- 
mental issues of general philosophy, and, secondly, that there can be no 
balanced understanding of group life without a penetrating grasp of the 
motivations, tensions, and anxieties of the individual. The contributions which 
philosophy and psychology can make to a better understanding of politics 
arc immense, and oUr political wisdom will grow in proportion to our ability 
to draw on new sources of knowledge and insight. 

Part II, “The Foundations of Democracy,” seeks to explore democracy as a 
u/ay of life rather than as a governmental system. Democracy is more than 
a set of institutions: it is the quality of the men and women who compose 
it that counts above all — and if that quality is unequal to the challenge, the 
hope for democratic survival will be dim. 
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Part III, “Antidemocratic Thought,” shows how the eruption of irrational, 
demonic forces in national and international politics has shaken our former 
confidence in the inevitability of democratic progress, and how fragile are 
the foundations of civilized living. The tradition of antidemocratic thinking 
is much older than fascism or communism, and is even older than democracy 
itself. While antidemocratic ideas and attitudes have been more deeply rooted 
in some countries than in others, no one can deny that the enemies of the 
free way of life exist everywhere. 

Part IV deals with “Capitalism, Socialism, and the Welfare State.” For 
almost a century, political problems were artificially separated from economic 
ones, and the divorce proved costly to both from the viewpoint of theory and 
practice. More and more, we are developing again a science of political 
economy in which the intimate link between economics and politics is sys- 
tematically — and fruitfully — demonstrated. 

F'inally, Part V, “From Nationalism to World Order,” examines some of 
the most urgent issues that confront mankind. It explores some of the prin- 
cipal tensions, such as nationalism, imperialism, and sovereignty, and tries 
to show in what ways the dilemma of international anarchy can be hopefully 
approached. As a nation of nations, the United States has a great part to play 
in the development of international government and world peace, .and Ameri- 
can leadership of the free world is a tremendous burden and responsibility. 

In selecting materials for this volume I have not clung slavishly to well- 
known names. The first consideration has been readability and freshness of 
thought and expression. In several cases, I myself have translated materials 
hitherto unavailable in English, and in a few instances I have slightly revised 
older translations. 


PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION 

The continuing friendly reception of this book by students and teachers 
has made the publication of a new, revised and enlarged, edition both pos- 
sible and desirable. In making the new edition as up-to-date as possible, 
I have tried to stick to essentials and to keep the basic organization of the 
l)ook built around the concept of great issues, without any sacrifice of chal- 
lenging and enduring ideas to ephemeral triviality. The extensive Biblio- 
graphical Notes at the end have been entirely redone, and it is hoped that 
they will continue to be as useful in the future as they have proved in the past. 

W. E« 

Princeton University 
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Chapter I 


PHILOSOPHY AND POLITICS 


No study of the tundamental problems of political 
philosophy can be fruitful without the awareness that they are intimately re- 
lated to the basic issues of general philosophy. Every theory of state and so- 
ciety, and of the position of the individual in them, derives — more often 
unconsciously than consciously — from a more comprehensive conception of 
the world and man’s place in it. In particular, the possibility of human 
knowledge, the pivotal challenge of all philosophical inquiry, has a direct 
bearing on primary political conceptions and attitudes. Though it may be 
difficult to argue that certain types of philosophical systems are always re- 
flected in exactly corresponding types of political outlook, a remarkable 
parallelism exists between basic philosophical and political conceptions, a 
parallelism which is partly logical, partly psychological, and partly historical. 

All three aspects of this parallelism are analyzed by Bertrand Russell in 
Philosophy and Politics (1947; reproduced here in its entirety). Philosophy 
and Politics has quickly established itself as a classic in the field for several 
reasons. First, it is the only analysis of the problem by a distinguished mod- 
ern philosopher who is considered by many to be the most original of the 
twentieth century. Second, the relation between philosophy and politics is 
one of the great themes of Russell’s interest in the development of thought, 
as is witnessed by the fact that his massive History of Western Philosophy 
(1945) carries the subtitle, And Its Connections with Political and Social 
Circumstances. Finally, Philosophy and Politics gained influence so rapidly 
because of the brilliance of its style and the cijgency of its argument. In 
1950, Russell received the Nobel Prize in literature, and in the whole history 
of philosophy there are few writers of equal literary accomplishment. 

Essentially analytical. Philosophy and Politics also briefly surveys the evo- 
lution of Western philosophy from a historical viewpoint. In classical an- 
tiquity, the two principal philosophical figures are, according to Russell, 
Democritus and Plato. Essentially empirical in outlook, Democritus was “a 
utilitarian who disliked all stiong passions, a believer in evolution, both 
astronomical and biological.” Like virtually all Greeks of his time Democ- 
ritus accepted the institution of slavery, but in his political views he favored 
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democracy and freedom of speech. Plato, born about thirty years later than 
Democritus, was so incensed by the latter’s philosophical and political ideas 
that he is said to have expressed the thought that Democritus’ books ought 
to be burned; “His wish was so far fulfilled that none of the writings of 
Democritus survive,” except for approximately three hundred alleged and 
genuine quotations. Russell sees in the traditional admiration of Plato, particu- 
larly of his political philosophy as stated in the Republic, “perhaps the most 
astonishing example of literary snobbery in all history.” The true disciples of 
the Republic, that “tfitalitarian tract,” are Lenin and Hitler, Russell argues, 
because it includes the basic precepts of the totalitarian state and society: 
thought control and censfirship; the inculcation of a fierce sense of nation- 
alism; and, above all, government by a small, self-appointed oligarchy which 
maintains itself in power by propaganda, lies, and violence if necessary. 
Plato’s political thought has derived much of its effectiveness from its mar- 
riage to his general phihisophy, particularly his conception of the Fttrm, the 
Idea, the C^ood, as true reality, the vision of which is revealed to but a select 
few. By contrast, empirically verifiable knowledge is, according to Plato, 
not knowledge at all, but merely sensory appearance and opinion, dealing 
with the (>assing phenomena of sense perception, whereas the true reality is 
timeless and unchanging Idea. Plato’s aristocratic-conservative politics and 
anti-cmpirical [ihilosophy fit together, Russell implies, and “the fine talk 
about the good and the unchanging makes it possible to lull the reader into 
acquiescence in the doctrine that the good shall rule, and that their purpose 
should he t<' jncseivc the status quo'"' 

Russell sees in Hegel the modern counterpart to Plato. Again, Russell finds 
Hegel’s philosophy “so odil that one would not have expected him to be able 
to get sane men to accept it, but he did.” Like his predecessor, Hegel sees 
the essence of reality, not in verifiable empirical phenomena, but in what he 
calls the Absolute Idea. Russell shows the complexities of the concept of 
Absolute Idea, defined by him as “.pure thought thinking about pure 
thought.” lust as Hegel was more extreme than Plato in his general philos- 
ophy, especially in his conception of reality as pure thought, so loo he ex- 
ceeded Plato in his political conservatism and authoritarianism. Hegel de - 
rived from his philosophical speculations about the nature of reality that 
“true liberty consists in obedience to an arbitrary authority^ that free speech 
is an evil, that absolute monarchy is' good, that the Prussian State was, the 
best existing at the time when he wrote, that war is good, and that an intet 
national organization for the peaceful settlement of dfsputes would bc^a 
misfortune.” As in the case of Plato, Hegel’s philosophy — itf Tts general as 
well as in its specifically political aspects — has profoundly influenced the 
modern totalitarian brands of Fascism and communism. The influence of 
Plato on Fascism is more directly traceable than his impact on communism, 
just as Hegel’s imprint on Marxism and communism seems more significant 
than the cfTects of his philosophy on Fascism and Nazism. Yet there is an 
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inner kinship and affinity between them all, and it can be argued that the 
explicit opposition of Marx and Len' to Plato is less important than their 
implicit indebtedness to Plato via Hegel. The ctx reive and persecutory ele- 
ments in Fascist and communist totalitarianism are directly related to 
philosophies of reality which, as in Plato and Hegel, claim absolute certainty 
and objective validity. 

By contrast with the Platonic-Hegelian tradition of anti-empirical philos- 
ophy, empiricism seerrts to Russell the only philosophy that provides a theo^ 
retical justification for democracy. Locke, the founder of modern empiricism, 
expressed its key -.oncept by saying that in experience “all our knowledge is 
founded, and from that it ultimately derives itself.” Russell is struck by the 
fact that Locke the philosophical empiricist also upheld, in politics, the prin- 
ciples of liberty, toleration, and self-government. Yet Russell also emphasizes 
that liberalism is more than a set of philosophical principles, that its core lies 
in a “temper of mind.” Locke himself exemplified in his own personality 
one of the basic traits of the liberal temperament — the absence of fanaticism 
and unbalanced enthusiasm. Russell describes the true liberal as saying, not 
‘‘this is true,” but “I am inclined to think that under present circumstances 
this opinion is probably the best.” This means that in the liberal, empirical 
outlook the important issue is not what opinions arc held, but how they arc 
held: undogmatically, and always subject to modification by new evidence. 
Liberalism is thus the extension of the scientific temperament and outlook 
from the realm of intellect to that of practical affairs, for science is “empiri- 
cal, tentative, and undogmatic.” 

Liberalism avoids the two opposite extremes of despotism and anarchy, 
just as empiricism stands between the two extremes of dogma and skep- 
ticism. Contrary to those who hold that liberals must themselves become 
more fanatical if they are to survive in a war with fanatics, Russell argues 
that the fanatics have failed throughout history, and that “only through a 
revival of liberal tentativeness and tolerance can our world survive.” Fanat- 
ics have generally failed either because they have pursued impossible aims, 
or because they have distorted facts in the interests of theory. Whereas the 
Nazi distinguished between German and Jewish physics, and the Commu- 
nist opposes Marxist to bourgeois biology, the liberal knows of only one 
criterion in science: whether its hypotheses and principles can be verified by 
empirical research and observation. Nazi Germany paid bitterly in World 
War'll for her distortions of facts in the service of preconceived dogma and 
inflamed fanaticism. In the Soviet Union the “party line” has in recent years 
been applied to the social sciences and humanities rather than to physical 
science and military technology. 

Russell concludes by saying that empiricism is to be commended not only 
because of its greater truth, but also for its deeper ethical value. The tenta- 
tive, moderate, scientific aspects of empiricism make friendly argument pos- 
sible. whereas authoritarian dogma inevitably leads to tension, hostility, and 
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persecution. Since the dogmatist \nows — finally, absolutely, and uncondi- 
tionally — what truth is, argument is eliminated as a means of arriving at 
truth. This leaves war as the only arbiter of rival creeds: “And war, in our 
scientific age, means, sooner or later, universal death.” 

Russell’s general conception of the relations between philosophy and poli- 
tics is supported, though in a somewhat modified form, by Hans Kelsen in 
his essay, “Absolutism and Relativism in Philosophy and Politics” (1948). 
Kelsen, the most influential legal philosopher of the twentieth century, con- 
ceives of the two concepts of absolutism and relativism as fundamental in 
both pluloMjphy and politics. The philosophical absolutist holds that there 
is ail absolute reality, that is, th^ reality exists independently of human 
knowledge and experience, and that its existence is unlimited by space and 
time, which define the boundaries of human knowledge. The function of 
kiKnv ledge in the conception of philosophical absolutism — is to reflect pas- 
sively (,hiectivc reality, “the thing in itself.” Kelsen argues that there is a clear 
parallelism between philosophical and political absolutism. Just as the un- 
limited authority of absolute government is “beyond any influence on the 
part of its subjects, who arc bound to obey its laws without participating in 
their creation, the absolute is beyond our experience, and the object of knowl- 
edge- in the theory of philosophical absolutism— imlependent of the subject 
of the knowledge, totally determined in his cognition by heteronomous 


Hy contrast, relativistic philosophy sees a much more dynamic and creative 
rekitionship between the subject of knowledge-the person who inquires 
and experiences, and the object of knowledge— the process and product of 
experience 1 hilosophical relativism holds that the human being is, in the 
process of knowledge, the -“creator of his world, a world which is constituted 
exc usively in and by his knowledge.” Similarly, political relativism holds 
Kit man is the creat<,r o his political world, inasmuch as he participates in 
lie cieaiion of the social and political order to which he is subject. Rela- 
ivism, both philosophical and political, recognizes that “only relative values 

one uidM 1 ' r It insists that no 

crcHK ‘ has a monopoly of the knowledge of the absolute 

t ih s possibility of absolute knowledge and 

t.^-iv n w niinornics and opposition views-for the minority of 

today may be nght and may become the majority of tomorrow. By contrast ‘ 

ues v knowledge and val- 

iTin I sT" -rong, and 

niton, ely seeks to eradicate them by force. Thus there is a parallelism-both 

in'tt 0."! 

Zt Z Z ' philosophical absolutism and political des- 

ousm and autocracy on the other. The intellectual foundations of persecu- 
V groups and movements in history have invariably been built upon dogma 
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and absolute certainty, whereas the liberal and democratic temper— in an- 
cient Greece as in the modern world — ^has always included elements of 
doubt and skepticism, of never-ending self-questioning and inquiring, that 
is, philosophical relativism. 

Relativism in philosophy and p ilitics can l^e attacked either from 
a metaphysical-religious viewpoint or from an empirical-rational one. The 
metaphysical-religious critique of relativism is the core of Rene de Visme 
Williamson’s essay, “The Challenge of Political Relativism” (1947). William- 
son denies that all who believe in absolute values seek to impose their views 
on unyielding unbelievers. Particularly where convictions are rationally 
held and are deeply embedded in the experience of the believers, “the likeli- 
hood of persecution is remote,” tor “tolerance may partake of the magnanim- 
ity of the strong.” However, Williamson goes beyond the appeal to experi- 
ence, and urges that there are values “above and beyond man." The fact that 
absolute values cannot be proved docs not mean, according to Williamson, 
that they do not exist: “There are a great many things in this world which 
are true and yet undcmonstrable.” If the relativist or empiricist denies the 
existence of such undcmonstrable absolute values, “it is the sight of the on- 
looker which is at fault and not the visibility of the object.” Williamson also 
refers to the Declaration of Independence as antirelativist, because it bases its 
principal claim for independence on “the laws of nature and of nature’s 
God,” and because it (,leclarcs the funrlamental truths of political organiza- 
tion as “self-evident.” The signers of the Dcelar.ition of Independence be- 
lieved in absolute values, Williamson states, anti they “had the courage to 
be dogmatic.” Williamson summarizes his antirelaiivist position by saying 
that the down-to-earth approach in philosophy and politics has its dangers, 
and that man must “move m an upward direction” if he is to attain a more 
elevated view of reality and value: “Wc must move toward the absolute if 
we are to manage even the relative.” Above all, Williamson emphasizes one 
ab.solute value upon which the Christian, the scientist, and the citizen can 
unite: the unconditional allegiance to truth. 

Relativism in philosophy and politics can be attacked not only from the 
metaphysical-religious viewpoint, as in the case of Williamson, but also from 
a rational-secular one, as is done by Morris Ginsberg in “Ethical Relativity 
and Political Theory” (1951). Ginsberg, one of the leading British sociolo- 
gists, denies that there is any specific psychological or historical relation 
between philosophical relativism and political democracy, and he finds that 
relativism has been used to buttress both totalitarianism and democracy. The 
real danger of the theories of moral relativism, Ginsberg writes, is that “they 
remove the problem of values from the sphere of reason.” He notes that 
both Nazis and Fascists have dethroned reason, substituting the arbitrary 
intuitions of the leader or the shilling interests of race or nation for rational 
moral laws. Marxists and ctimmunisis, too, have substituted the concept of 
class morality for that of general moral laws. Relativist philosophy, ethics. 
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and politics can thus be put to widely varying uses, for if moral judgments 
express nothing but individual or group desires or preferences, the content 
of morals will vary with the interpretation of these desires or preferences. 
If moral ends are not open to rational investigation, the function of reason 
becomes restricted to the issue of means: if reason cannot harmonize con- 
flicting ends on a just and equitable basis, conflict and violence take its 
place. 

Yet relativism cannot provide a rational basis for democracy either, Gins- 
berg argues, since the democratic agreement not to use force in the case of dis- 
agreement IS not relative, but absolute in the life of the democratic society: “If 
moral judgments arc subjective and express nothing but individual or group 
preferences, I do not sec how anyone can be refuted who prefers to coerce 
those who dilTer from him.” Ginsberg concedes that relativism is compatible 
with democracy, but he insists that democracy needs a firmer foundation 
than ethical relativism, a foundation which can be rationally justified. The 
best rational defense of democracy is that it is more likely to secure equality 
and freedfim than authoritarian w'ays of life. The striving for justice has a 
l>asis in reason, and can be subjected to rational tests. Ginsberg is aware that 
impulses and feelings jilay a large part in the moral life, because without 
them moral judgments would not lead to practical action, and would remain 
without e/Tect. However, the important issue is “whether there are such 
things as rational impulses, that is impulses which stand the test of critical 
sciutiny.” 'I he variability of moral judgment is caused by the distortion of 
relevant facts as much as by differences of moral insight; therefore the qual- 
ity of moral insight is likely to gain from the progress of the social sciences. 

T hough opposed to relativi.sm, Ginsberg is a thorough positivist, and he 
looks to the advancement of knowledge of human needs and relations as 
the best hope for the attainment of a rational morality. 


BERTRAND RUSSELL 


1. Philosophy and Politics* 


The British are distinguished among the nations of modern Europe, on 
the one hand by the excellence of their philosophers, and on the other hand 
by their contempt for philosophy. In both respects they show their wisdom. 
But contempt for philosophy, if developed to the point at which it becomes 

• (Cambridge University Press. London, 1947). permission. 
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systematic, is itself a philosophy; it is the philosophy which, in America, is 
called “instrumentalism.” I suggest that hilosophy. if it is bad philosophy, 
may be dangerous, and therefore deserves that degree of negative respect 
which we accord to lightning and tigers. What positive respect may be due 
to “good” philosophy I will leave for the moment an open question. 

The connection of philosophy with politics has been less evident in Britain 
than in Continental countries. Empiricism, broadly speaking, is connected 
with liberalism, but Hume was a Tory; what philosophers call “idealism” 
has, in general, a sim'lar connection with conservatism, but T. H. Green was 
a Liberal. On the Continent distinctions have been more clear cur, and there 
has been a greater readiness to accept or reject a block ot doctrines as a whole, 
without critical scrutiny of each separate part. 

In most civilised countries at most times, philosophy has been a matter 
in which the authorities had an official opinion, and except where liberal 
democracy prevails this is still the case. The Catholic Church is committed 
to the philosophy of Aquinas, the Soviet Government to that of Marx. The 
Nazis upheld German idealism, though the degree of allegiance to be given 
to Kant, Fichte or Hegel respectively was not clearly laid down. Catholics, 
Communists, and Nazis all consider that their views on practical politics 
arc bound up with their views on theoretical philosophy. Democratic liberal- 
ism, in its early successes, was connected with the empirical philosophy de- 
veloped by Lockc. I want to consider this. relation of philosophies to political 
systems as it has in fact existed, and to inquire how far it is a valid logical re- 
lation, and how far, even if not logical, it has a kind of psychological in- 
evitability. In so far as either kind of relation exists, a man’s philosophy may 
have an intimate connection with the happiness or misery of large sections of 
mankind. 

The word “philosophy” is one of which the meaning is by no means fixed 
Like the word “religion,” it has one sense when used to describe certain 
features of historical cultures, and another when used to denote a study or an 
attitude of mind which is considered desirable in the present day. Philos- 
ophy, as pursued in the universities of the Western democratic world, is, at 
least in intention, part of the pursuit of knowledge, aiming at the same kind 
of detachment as is sought in science, and not required, by the authorities, 
to arrive at conclusions convenient to the government. Many teachers of 
philosophy would repudiate, not only the intention to influence their pu- 
pils’ politics, but also the view that philosophy should inculcate virtue. This, 
they would say, has as little to do with the philosopher as with the physicist 
or the chemist. Knowledge, they would say, should be the sole purpose of 
university teaching; virtue should be left to parents, schoolmasters, and 
churches. 

But this view of philosophy, with which 1 have much sympathy, is very 
modern, and even in the modern world exceptional. There is a quite differ- 
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cnt view, which has prevailed since antiquity, and to which philosophy has 
owed its social and political importance. 

Philosophy, in this historically usual sense, has resulted from the attempt 
to produce a synthesis of science and religion, or, perhaps more exactly, to 
combine a doctrine as to the nature of the universe and man’s place in it 
with a practical ethic inculcating what was considered the best way of life. 
PhiIo.s(j])iiy was distinguished from religion by the fact that, nominally at 
least, it did iK)t appeal to authority or tradition; it was distinguished from 
science by the fact that an essential part of its purpose was to tell men how to 
live. Its cosmolf)gical and ethical theories were closely interconnected: some- 
times ethical motives influenced the philosopher’s views as to the nature of 
the universe, sometimes his views as to the universe led him to ethical con- 
clusions. And with most philosophers ethical opinions involved political 
consei|uences: some valued democracy, others oligarchy; some praised 
liberty, others discipline. Alnio.st all types of philosophy were invented by 
the (ireeks, and the controversies of our own day were already vigorous 
among the pre-Socralics. 

1 he fundamental problem of ethics and politics is that of finding some 
way ot reconciling the needs of social life with the urgency of individual 
desires. I his has been achieved, in .so far as it has been achieved, by means of 
various devices. Where a government exists, the criminal law can be used to 
prevent anti-.social action on the part of those who do not belong to the gov- 
ernment, and law can be reinforced by religion wherever religion teaches that 
diMdiedience is impiety. Where there is a priesthood siiiriciently influential to 
enfoice its moral code on lay rulers, even the rulers become to some extent 
subject to law; (,f this there arc abundant instances in the Old Testament and 
in medieval history. Kings who genuinely believe in the Divine government 
ot the world, and in a system of rewards and punishments in the next life, 
tcel themselves not omnipotent, and not able to sin with impunity. This feel- 
ing IS e\pres.sed by the King in Hamlet, when he contrasts the inflexibility of 
Divine ju.stice with the subservience of earthly judges to the royal power. 

nosojiKis, when they have tackled the problem of preserving social 
coherence, h.ive sought solutions less obviouslv dependent upon dogma 
lluii il,„sc ulFcral by „lHcial rfliBums, Most philosophy has been a reaction 
against scept.csm; ,t has arisen in ages when authority no longer sufficed 
o produce the socially necessary minimum of belief, so that nominally ra- 
tional arguments lud to lie invented to secure the same result. This motive 
ffits led to a deep insincerity infecting most philosophy, both ancient and 
Ot cm. I here has been a fear, often unconscious, that clear thinking would 
and\'ibsriuhy^*^’ philosophers to hide in mists of fallacy 

There have, of course, been exceptions; the most notable are Protagoras in 
antiquity, .md Hume in modern times. Both, as a result of scepticism, were 
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politically conservative. Protagoras did not know whether the gods exist, 
but he held that in any case they ought to be worshipped. Philosophy, accord- 
ing to him, had nothing edifying to teach, and for the survival of morals 
we must rely upon the thoughtlessness of the majority and their willingness 
to believe what they had been taught. I'Jothing, rh. refore, must be done to 
weaken the popular force of tradition. 

The same sort of thing, up to a point, may be said about Hume. After set- 
ting forth his sceptical conclusions, which, he admits, are not such as men 
can live by, he passed on to a piece of practical advice which, if followed, 
would prevent anybody from reading him. “Carelessness and inattention,” 
he says, “alone can afTcu d us any remedy. For this reason I rely entirely upon 
them.” He does not, in this connection, set forth his reasons for being a 
Tory, but it is obvious that “carelessness and inattention,” while they may 
lead to acquiescence in the status quo. cannot, unaided, lead a man to advo- 
cate this or that scheme of reform. 

Hobbes, though less sceptical than Hume, was equally persuaded that 
government is not of divine origin, and was equally led, by the road of 
disbelief, to advocacy of extreme c(»nservatism. 

Prot.igoras was “answered” by Plato, and Hume by Kant and Hegel. In 
each case the philosophical world hc.ivetl a sigh of relief, and refrained from 
examining too niccK the intellcitual validity of the “answer,” which in each 
case had political as well as theoretical coijsc(pienccs — though in the case of 
the “answer” to Hume, it was not the Liberal Kant but the reactionary Hegel 
who developed the political consequences. 

Hut thorough-gf)ing scrjnics, such as Protagoras and Hume, have never 
been influential, and h.ivc served chiefly as bugbears to be used by reaction- 
aries in frightening people into irr.ational dogmatism. The really powerful 
adsersaries against whom Plato and Hegel had to contend were not sceptics, 
but empiricists, Democritus in the one case and Locke in the other. In each, 
empiricism was assficiated with democracy and with a more or less utili- 
tarian ethic. In each case, the new philosophy .succeeded in prc.senting itself 
as nobler and more profound than the philosophy (;f pedestrian common 
sense which it supcr.seded. In each case, in the name of all that was most sub- 
lime, the new philosophy made itself the champion of injustice, cruelty, and 
opposition to progre.ss. In the case of Hegel this has come to be more f)r less 
recognised; in the case (;f Plato it is still .something of .» paradox, though 
it has been brilliantly advocated in a recent book by Dr. K. K. Popper.’ 

Plato, according to Diogenes Laertius, expressed the view that all the 
books of Democritus ought to be burnt. His wish was so far fulfilled that 
none of the writings of Democritus survive. Plato, in his Dialoy^ucs, never 
mentioned him. Ari.stf)tle gave sorr^* account of his doctrines; hipicurus vul- 

‘ T/ic Open Soticfy and Its F.nemies. '^hc same tht-sis is maintained in mv History of Western 
Philosophy. 
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gariscd him; and finally Lucretius put the doctrine of Epicurus into verse. 
Lucretius just survived, by a happy accident. To reconstruct Demoentus 
from the controversy of Aristotle and the poetry of Lucretius is not easy; it 
is alm(jst as if we had to reconstruct Plato from Locke’s refutation of innate 
ideas and Vaughan’s “I saw eternity the other night.” Nevertheless enough 
can be done to explain and condemn Plato’s hatred. 

Democritus is chiefly famous as (along with Leucippus) the founder of 
atomism, which he advocated in spite of the objections of metaphysicians 
— objections which were repeated by their successors down to and including 
Descartes and Leibniz. His atomism, however, was only part of his general 
phdosophy. He was a materialist, a determinist, a free thinker, a utilitarian 
who disliked all strong passions, a believer in evolution, both astronomical 
and biological. 

Like the men of similar opinions in the eighteenth century, Democritus 
was an ardent democrat. “Poverty in a democracy,” he says, “is as much to 
be preferred to what is called prosperity under despots as freedom is to 
slavery.” He was a contemporary of Socrates and Protagoras, and a fellow 
townsman of the latter; he flourished during the early years of the Pelopon- 
nesian war, but may have died before it ended. That war concentrated the 
struggle that was taking place throughout the Hellenic world between de- 
mocracy and oligarchy. Sparta stood for oligarchy; so did Plato’s family and 
friends, who were thus led to become Quislings. Their treachery is held to 
have contributed to the defeat of Athens. After that defeat, Plato set to work 
to sing the praises of the victors by constructing a Utopia of which the main 
features were suggested by the constitution of Sparta. Such, however, was 
his artistic skill that Liberals never noticed his reactionary tendencies until 
his tlisciples Lenin and Hitler had supplied them with a practical exegesis.* 

I hat Plato’s Repuhltc should have been admired, on its political side, 
by decent people, is perhaps the most astonishing example of literary snob- 
bery in all history. Let us consider a few points in this totalitarian tract. The 
main purpose of education, to which everything else is subordinated, is to 
produce courage in battle. To this end, there is to be a rigid censorship of 
the stories told by mothers and nurses to young children; there is to be no 
reading of Homer because that degraded versifier makes heroes lament 
and gods laugh; the drama is to be forbidden because it contains villains and 
women; music is to be only of certain kinds, which, in modern terms, 
would be “Rule Britannia” and “The British Grenadiers.” The government 
is to be in the hands of a small oligarchy, who arc to practise trickery and 
lying trickery in manipulating the drawing of lots for eugenic purposes, 
and elaborate lying to persuade the population that there arc biological dif- 
ferences between the upper and lower classes. Finally, there is to be large- 

In 1920 I compared the Soviet State to Plato's Republic, to the etjual indignation of Com- 
munists and Platonists. 
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scale infanticide when children are born otherwise than as a result of govern- 
mental swindling. 

Whether people are happy in this community does not matter, we are told, 
for excellence resides in the whole, not in the parts. Plato’s City is a copy 
of the eternal City laid up in heave’^; perhaps in heaven we .shall enjoy the 
kind of existence it offers us, but it we do not enjoy it here on earth, so 
much the worse for us. 

This system derives its persuasive force from the marriage of aristocratic 
prejudice and “divine philosophy”; without the latter, its repulsiveness 
would be obvious. The fine talk about the good and the unchanging makes 
it possible to lull the reader into acquiescence in the doctrine that the good 
shall rule, and that their purpose should be to preserve the status quo, as the 
ideal State in heaven does. To every man of strong political convictions and 
the Greeks had amazingly vehement political passions — it is obvious that 
“the good” are those of his own party, and that, if they could establish the 
Constitution they desire, no further change would be necessary. So Plato 
taught, but by concealing his thought in metaphysical mists he gave it an 
impersonal and disinterested appearance which deceived the world for ages. 

The ideal of static perfection, which Plato derived from Parmenides and 
embodied in his theory of ideas, is one which is now generally recognised 
as inapplicable to human affairs. Man is a restless animal, not content, like 
the boa constrictor, to have a good meal once a month and sleep the rest of 
the time. Man needs, for his happiness, not only the enjoyment of this or that, 
but hope and enterprise and change. As Hobbes says, “felicity consisteth in 
prospering, not in having prospered.” Among modern philosophers, the ideal 
of unending and unchanging bli.ss has been replaced by that of evolution, 
in which there is supposed to be an ordered progress towards a goal which 
is never quite attained, or at any rate has not been attained at the time of 
writing. This change of outlook is part of the substitution of dynamics for 
statics which began with Galileo, and which has increasingly affected all 
modern thinking, whether scientific or political. 

Change is one thing, progress is another. “Change’' is scientific, “progress” 
is ethical; change is indubitable, whereas progress is a matter of controversy. 
Let us first consider change, as it appears in science. 

Until the time of Galileo, astronomers, following Aristotle, believed that 
everything in the heavens, from the moon upwards, is unchanging and in- 
corruptible. Since Laplace, no reputable astronomer has held this view. 
Nebulae, stars, and planets, we now believe, have all developed gradually. 
Some stars, for instance the companion of Sirius, are “dead.” They have at 
some time undergone a cataclysm which has enormously diminished the 
amount of light and heat radiating from them. Our own planet, in which 
philosophers are apt to take an excessive parochial interest, was once too 
hot to support life, and will in time be too cold. After ages during which 
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the earth produced liarniJess triJobites and butterflies, evolution progressed 
to the point at which it generated Neros, Jenghiz Khans, and Hitlers. This, 
however, is a passing nightmare; in time the earth will become again in- 
capable (>[ supj)orting Ide, and peace will return. 

but this pur[ioseless see saw, which is all that science has to offer, has not 
satislied tlie philosophers. They have professed to discover a formula of 
progress, showing that tlic world was becoming gradually more and more to 
their liking. 'I he recipe for a philosophy of this type is simple. The philoso- 
pher iirst decides which arc the features of the existing world that give him 
})Ie.isiiie, and which are the features that give him pain. He then, by a careful 
SI lei lion among fails, persuades himself that the universe is subject to a gen- 
eral law le.uling to an increase of what he finds pleasant and a decrea.se of 
wh.ii he linds unpleasant. Next, having formulated his law of progress, he 
turns on iht- puhlu and says “It is fated that the world must develop as I .say; 
iheieloie those who wish to he on the winning side, and do not care to 
wagi- a liuiih ss w.ii against the inevitable, will join my party.” lliose who 
oppose linn ai( londiiniud as unphilosophic, iin.scientilic, and out of d ite, 
whih ilioM- \\h<i ague uith him feel assuicd of victoiy, since the univer.se 
IS on tli(ii skK . At till same time the winning side, for rea.sons which le- 
m.im soiiuwh.ii ohsiuie, is icpiesentid as the miU' ol vntue. 

'I h( III. in who liist hilly diseloped this point ol view was Hegel. Hegel’s 
philosoplu IS M, odd ih.it oiu woiiM not have ixpccted him to he able to get 
sane men to aiu|)i it, hut he did. He set it out w'lth .so much obscinity that 
[leople thoughi it must be jiroloiind. It can ijintc easily be expounded 
hicidl) in Winds of one syllable, but then its absurdity becomes obvious. 
What toll, »w N is not a caricature, though of course Hegelians u'ill main- 
tain that It is. 

k^'gel s philosophy, in outline, is as follow's. Real Reality is timelc.s.s, as 
m P.iimemdes .ind I’lato, but there is also an aj'parent reality, consisting of 
the evei\da\ world in sp.ice and time. *^1 he character of re,il Rcalit) e.in 
he detei mined In logu alone, since theie is onl\ one .sort of possible Reality 
that IS not self conli adicioi \ . 'I bis is called the ‘Wbsolutc Idea.” Of this he 
gi\es the following definition: 77/e Ahioliitt' Idea, 'fhe idea, as unity of the 
subjcitue and objectise Idea, is the notion of the Idea — a notion who.se ob- 
ICit IS the Idc.i ,is such, .md for which the objective is Idea — an Object w'hich 
enibuices .ill ch.n acterisiics in its unity.” I hate to sjioil the luminous clarity 
of this sintiiue b) anv commentary, but in f.ict, the .same thing w'ould be 
expiessed bv sa\ing “The Absolute Idea is pure thought thinking about 
pure thought. Hegel has already pioved to his satisfaction that all Reality 
IS thought, from which it follows that thought cannot think about anvthing 
bur thoughi, since there is nothing else to think about. Some people might 
find this a little dull; they might say: “I like thinking about Cape Horn 
and the South Pole and Mount Pwerest and the great nebula in Andromeda; 
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I enjoy contemplating the ages when the earth was cooling while the sea 
boiled and volcanoes rose and fell between night and morning. I find your 
precept, that I should fill my mind with the lucubrations of word-spinning 
professors, intolerably stuffy, and really, if that is your ‘happy ending,’ I don’t 
think it was worth while to wade t’^ rough all the verbiage that led up to it.” 
And with these words they would say goodbye to philosophy and live 
happy ever after. 

But if we agreed with these people we should be doing Hegel an in- 
justice, which God forbid. For Hegel would point out that, while the Ab- 
solute, like Aristotle’s God, never thinks about anything but itself, because it 
knows that all else is illusion, yet we, who are forced to live in the world of 
phenomena, as slaves of the temporal process, seeing only the parts, and 
only dimly apprehending the whole in moments of mystic insight, we, il- 
lusory products of illusion, are compelled to think as though Cape Horn 
were self-subsistent and not merely an idea in the Divine Mind. When we 
think about Cape Horn, what happens in Reality is that the Absolute is 
aware of a Cape-Horny thought. It really does have such a thought, or 
rather such an aspect of the one thought that it timelessly thinks and is, and 
this is the only reality that belongs to Cape Horn. But since we cannot reach 
such heights, we are doing our best in thinking of it in the ordinary geo- 
graphical way. 

But what, some one may say, has all this to do with politics.? At first sight, 
perhaps, not very much. To ^je gck however, the connection is obvious. It 
follows from his metapfiysTTmattrue liberty consists in obedience to an 
arbitrary authority, that free speech is an evil, that absolute monarchy is 
good, that the Prussian State was the best existing at the time when he wrote, 
that war is good, and that an international organisation for the peaceful 
settlement of disputes would be a misfortune. 

It is just possible that some among my hearers may not see at once how 
these consequences follow, so I hope I may be pardoned for saying a few 
words about the intermediate steps. 

Although time is unreal, the series of appearances which constitutes history 
has a curious relation to Reality. H egel discovered the nature of Reality by 
a purely logical process called the “dialectic,” which consists ofdiscovering 
contradictions in abstract ideas and correcting them by making them less ab- 
stract. Each of the.se abstract ideas is conceived as a stage in the develop- 
ment of “The Idea,” the last stage being the “Absolute Idea.” 

Oddly enough, for some reason which Hegel never divulged, the temporal 
process of history repeats the logical development of the dialectic. It might 
be thought, since the metaphysic professes to apply to all Reality, that the 
temporal process which parallels ,t would be cosmic, but not a bit of it: it is 
purely terrestrial, confined to recorded history, and (incredible as this may 
seem) to the history that Hegel happened to know. Different nations, at 
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different times have embodied the stages of the Idea that the dialectic had 
reached at tho^e times. Of China, Hegel knew only that it was, therefore 
China illustrated the category of mere Being. Of India he knew only that 
Buddhists believed in Nirvana, therefore India illustrated the category of 
Nothing. The Greeks and Romans got rather further along the list of cate- 
gories, but all the late stages have been left to the Germans, who, since the 
time of the fall of Rome, have been the sole standard-bearers of The Idea, 
and had already in 1830 very nearly realized The Absolute Idea. 

To any one who still cherishes the hope that man is a more or less rational 
animal, the success of this farrago of nonsense must be astonishing. In his 
own day, his system was accepted by almost all academically educated young 
Germans, which is perhaps explicable by the fact that it flattered German 
self esteem. What is more surprising is its success outside Germany. When I 
was young, most teachers of philosophy in British and American universities 
were Hegelians, so that, until I read Hegel, I supposed there must be some 
truth in his system; I was cured, however, by discovering that everything he 
said on the philosophy of mathematics was plain nonsense. 

Most curious of all was his effect on Marx, who took over some of his most 
fanciful tenets, more particularly the belief that history develops according 
to a logical plan, and is concerned, like the purely abstract dialectic, to find 
ways (jf avoiding self-contradiction. Over a large part of the earth’s surface 
you will be liquidated if you question this dogma, and Western men of 
science who sympathize politically with Russia show their sympathy by us- 
ing the word “contradiction” in ways that no self-respecting logician can 
approve. 

In tracing a connection between the politics and the metaphysics of a man 
like Hegel, we must content ourselves with certain very general features of 
his practical programme. That Hegel glorified Prussia was something of an 
accident; in his earlier years he ardently admired Napoleon, and only became 
a Cierman patriot when he became an employee of the Prussian State. Even 
in the latest form of his Philosophy of History, he still mentions Alexander, 
( aesar, and Napoleon as men great enough to have a right to consider them- 
selves exempt from the obligations of the moral law. What his philosophy 
constrained him to admire was not Germany as against France, but order, 
system, regulation and intensity of governmental control. His deification of 
the State would have been just as shocking if the State concerned had been 
Napoleon’s despotism. In his own opinion, he knew what the world needed, 
though most men did not; a strong government might compel men to act 
for the best, which democracy could never do. Heraclitus, to whom Hegel 
was deeply indebted, says: “Every beast is driven to the pasture with blows.** 
Let us, in any case, make sure of the blows; whether they lead to a pasture is 
a matter of minor importance — except, of course, to the “beasts.” 

It is obvious that an autocratic system, such as that advocated by Hegel or 
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by Marx’s present-day disciples, is only theoretically justifiable on a basis of 
unquestioned dogma. If you know for certain what is the purpose of the uni- 
verse in relation to human life, what is going to happen, and what is good for 
people even if they do not think so; if you can say, as Hegel does, that his 
theory of history is “a result whicl happens to be known to me, because I 
have traversed the entire field”“thcn you will feel that no degree of coercion 
is too great, provided it leads to the. goal. ^ 

The only philosophy that affords a riSrorctical justification of democracy 
in its temper of mind, is empiricism. Locke, who may be regarded, so far as 
the modern world is concerned, as the founder of empiricism, makes it clear 
how closely this is connected with his views on liberty and toleration and 
with his opposition to absolute monarchy. He is never tired of emphasizing 
the uncertainty of most of our knowledge, not with a sceptical intention such 
as Hume’s, but with the intention of making men aware that they may be 
mistaken, and that they should take account of this possibility in all their 
dealings with men of opinions different from their own. He had seen the 
evils wrought both by the “enthusiasm” of the sectaries, and by the dogma of 
the divine right of kings; to both he opposed a piecemeal and patchwork 
political doctrine, to be tested at each point by its success in practice. 

What may be called, in a broad sense, the Liberal theory of politics is a 
recurrent product of commerce. The first known example of it was in the 
Ionian cities of Asia Minor, which lived by trading with Egypt and Lydia. 
When Athens, in the time of Pericles, became commercial, the Athenians be- 
came Liberal. After a long eclipse. Liberal ideas revived in the Lombard cities 
of the middle ages, and prevailed in Italy until they were extinguished by the 
Spaniards in the sixteenth century. But the Spaniards failed to reconquer 
Holland or to subdue England, and it was these countries that were the 
champions of Liberalism and the leaders in commerce in the seventeenth 
century. In our day the leadership has passed to the United States. 

The reasons for the connection of commerce with Libeialism arc obvious. 
Trade brings men into contact with tribal customs different from their own, 
and in so doing destroys the dogmatism of the untravelled. The relation of 
buyer and seller is one of negotiation between two parties who are both free; 
it is most profitable when the buyer or seller is able to understand the point 
of view of the other party. There is, of course, imperialistic commerce, where 
men are forced to buy at the point of the sword; but this is not the kind that 
generates Liberal philosophies, which have flourished best in trading cities 
that have wealth without much military strength. In the present day, the 
nearest analogue to the commercial cities of antiquity and the middle ages 
is to be found in small countries such as Switzerland, Holland, and Scandi- 
navia. 

The Liberal creed, in practice, is one of iive-and-let-live, of toleration and 
freedom as far as public order permit, of moderation and absence of fanati* 
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cism in political programmes. Even democracy, when it becomes fanatical, as 
it did among Rousseau*s disciples in the French Revolution, ceases to be 
Liberal; indeed, a fanatical belief in democracy makes democratic institutions 
impossible, as appeared in England under Cromwell and in France under 
Robespierre. The genuine Liberal does not say !‘this is true”; he says, “I am 
inclined to think that under present circumstances this opinion is probably 
the best.” And It is only in this limited and undogmatic sense that he will 
advocate democracy. 

What has theoretical philosophy to say that is relevant to the validity or 
otherwise of the Liberal outlook.^ The essence of the Liberal outlook lies not 
in opinions are held, but in how they are held; instead of being held 
dogmatically, they are held tentatively, and with a consciousness that new 
evidence may at any moment lead to their abandonment. This is the way in 
which opinions are held in science, as opposed to the way in which they are 
held in theology. The decisions of the Oiuncil of Nicaea are still authorita- 
tive, but in science fourth-century opinions no longer carry any weight. In 
the U.S.S.R. the dicta of Marx on dialectical materialism are so unquestioned 
that they help to determine the views of geneticists on how to obtain the best 
breed of wheal, ^ though elsewhere it is thought that experiment is the right 
way to study such problems. Science is empirical, tentative and undogmatic; 
all immutable dogma is unscientific. The scientific outlook, accordingly, is 
the intellectual counterpart of what is, in the practical sphere, the outlook of 
Liberalism. 

Locke, who first developed in detail the empiricist theory of knowledge, 
preached also religious toleration, representative institutions, and the limita- 
tion of governmental power by the system of checks and balances. Few of his 
doctrines were new, but he developed them in a weighty manner at just the 
moment when the English Government was prepared to accept them. Like 
the other men of 1688, he was only reluctantly a rebel, and he disliked 
anarchy as much as he disliked despotism. Both in intellectual and in practi- 
cal matters he stood for order without authority; this might be taken as the 
motto both of science and of Liberalism. It depends, clearly, upon consent or 
assent. In the intellectual world it involves standards of evidence which, after 
adequate discussion, will lead to a measure of agreement among experts. In 
the practical world it involves submission to the majority after all parties 
have had an opportunity to state their case. 

In both respects his moment was a fortunate one. The great controversy 
between the Ptolemaic and the Copernican systems had been decided, and 
scientific questions could ikj longer be settled by an appeal to Aristotle. 
Newton’s triumphs seemed to justify boundless scientific optimism. In the 
practical world, a ceniurv and a half of wars of religion had produced hardly 

See The Sew (.enetnj in the Soviet Union, by Hudson and Richens. School of Agriculture 
Cambridge. 1946. * 
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any change in the balance of power as between Protestants and Catholics. 
Enlightened men had begun to view theological controversies as an absurd- 
ity, caricatured in Swift’s war between the Big-Endians and the Little- 
Endians. The extreme Protestant sects, by relying upon the inner light, had 
made what professed to be Rev« Nation into an anarchic force. Delightful 
enterprises, scientific and commercial, invited energetic men to turn aside- 
from barren disputation. Fortunately they accepted the invitation, and two 
centuries of unexampled progress resulted. 

We are now again in an epoch of wars of religion, but a religion is now 
called an “ideology.” At the moment the Liberal philosophy is felt by many 
to be too tame and middle-aged; the idealistic young look for something 
with more bite in it, something which has a definite answer to all their ques- 
tions, which calls foi missionary activity and gives hope of a millennium 
brought about by conquest. In short, we have been plunging into a renewed 
age of faith. Unfortunately the atomic bomb is a swifter exterminator than the 
stake, and cannot safely be allowed so long a run. We must hope that a more 
rational outlook can be made to prevail; for only through a revival of Liberal 
tentativeness and tolerance can our world survive. 

The empiricist’s theory of knowledge — to which, with some reservations, 

I adhere— is half way between dogma and scepticism. Almost all knowledge, 
it holds, is in some degree doubtful, though the doubt, if any, is negligible as 
regards pure mathematics and facts of present sense-perception. The doubt- 
fulness of what passes for knowledge is a matter of degree; having recently 
read a book on the Anglo-Saxon invasion of Britain, I am now convinced of 
the existence of Hengist, but very doubtful about Horsa. Einstein’s general 
theory of relativity is probably, broadly speaking, true, but when it comes to 
calculating the circumference of the universe we may be pardoned tor ex- 
pecting later investigations to give a somewhat different result: The modern 
theory of the atom has pragmatic truth, since it enables us to construct atomic 
bombs; its consequences are what instrumentalists facetiously call “satis- 
factory.” But it is not improbable that some quite different theory may in 
time be found to give a better explanation of the observed facts. Scientific 
theories are accepted as useful hypotheses to suggest further research, and as 
having some element of truth in virtue of which they are able to colligate 
existing observations; but no sensible person regards them as immutably per- 
fect. 

In the sphere of practical politics, this intellectual attitude has important 
consequences. In the first place, it is not worth while to inflict a comparatively 
certain present evil for the sake of a comparatively doubtful future good. If 
the theology of former times was entirely correct, it was worth while burning 
a number of people at the stake in order that the survivors might go 
to heaven, but if it was doubtful whether heretics would go to hell, the argu- 
ment for persecution was not valid. If it is certain that Marx’s eschatology is 
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true, and that as soon as private capiulism has been abolished we shall all be 
happy ever after, then it is right to pursue this end by means of dictatorships, 
concentration camps, and world wars; but if the end is doubtful or the means 
not sure to achieve it, present misery becomes an irresistible argument against 
such drastic methods. If it were certain that without Jews the world would be 
a paradise, there could be no valid objection to Auschwitz; but if it is much 
more probable that the world resulting from such methods would be a hell, 
we can allow free play to our natural humanitarian revulsion against cruelty. 

Since, broadly speaking, the distant consequences of actions are more un- 
certain than the immediate consequences, it is seldom justifiable to embark 
on any policy on the ground that, though harmful in the present, it will be 
beneficial in the long run. This principle, like all others held by empiricists, 
must not be held absolutely; there arc cases where the future consequences 
of one policy arc fairly certain and very unpleasant, while the present con- 
sequences of the other, though not agreeable, are easily endurable. This ap- 
plies, for instance, to saving food for the winter, investing capital in machin- 
ery, and so on. But even in such cases uncertainty should not be lost sight of. 
During a boom there is much investment that turns out to have been un- 
[)rofital)le, and modern economists recognize that the habit of investing 
rather than consuming may easily be carried too far. 

It is commonly urged that, in a war between Liberals and fanatics, the 
fanatics are sure to win, owing to their more unshakcable belief in the 
righteousness of their cause. This belief dies hard, although all history, in- 
cluding that of the last few years, is against it. Fanatics have failed, over and 
over again, because they have attempted the impossible, or because, even 
when what they aimed at was possible, they were too unscientific to adopt the 
right means; they have failed also because they roused the hostility of those 
whom they wished to coerce. In every important war since 1700 the more 
democratic side has been victorious. This is partly because democracy and 
empiricism (which arc intimately interconnected) do not demand a distor- 
tion of facts in the interests of theory. Russia and Canada, which have some- 
what similar climatic conditions, arc both interested in obtaining better 
breeds of wheat; in Canada this aim is pursued experimentally, in Russia by 
interpreting the Marxist Scriptures. 

Systems of dogma without empirical foundation, such as those of scholastic 
theology, Marxism, and fascism, have the advantage of producing a great 
degree of social coherence among their disciples. But they have the disad- 
vantage of involving persecution of valuable sections of the population. Spain 
was ruined by the expulsion of the Jews and Moors; France suffered by the 
emigration of Huguenots after the Revocation of the Edict of Nantes; Ger- 
many would probably have been first in the field with the atomic bomb but 
for Hitlers hatred of Jews. And, to repeat, dogmatic systems have the two 
further disadvantages of involving false beliefs on practically important mat- 
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tcrs of fact, and of rousing violent hostility in those who do not share the 
fanaticism in question. For these various reasons, it is not to be expected that, 
in the long run, nations addicted to a dogmatic philosophy will have the 
advantage over those of a more empirical temper. Nor is it true that dogma 
is necessary for social coherence when social coherence is called for; no na- 
tion could have shown more of it than the British showed in 1940. 

Empiricism, finally, is to be commended not only on the ground of its 
greater truth, but also on ethical grounds. Dogma demands authority, rather 
than intelligent thought, as the source of opinion; it requires persecution of 
heretics and hostility to unbelievers; it asks of its disciples that they should 
inhibit natural kindliness in favour of systematic hatred. Since argument is 
not recognized as a means of arriving at truth, adherents of rival dogmas 
have no method except war by means of which to reach a decision. And war, 
in our scientific age, means, sooner or later, universal death. 

I conclude that, in our day as in the time of Locke, empiricist Liberalism 
(which is not incompatible with democratic socialism) is the only philosophy 
that can be adopted by a man who, on the one hand, demands some scientific 
evidence for his beliefs, and, on the other hand, desires human happiness 
more than the prevalence of this or that party or creed. Our confused and 
difficult world needs various things if it is to escape disaster, and among these 
one of the most necessary is that, in the nations which still uphold Liberal 
beliefs, these beliefs should be whole-hearted and profound, not apologetic 
towards dogmatisms of the right or the left, but deeply persuaded of the 
value of liberty, scientific freedom, and mutual forbearance. For without 
these beliefs life on our politically divided but technically unified planet 
will hardly continue to be possible. 


HANS KELSEN 


2 . AbsolutUm and Relativhm in PhUoaophy and Politics* 


Since there exists philosophy, there exists the attempt to bring it in relation 
with politics; and this attempt has succeeded in so far as it is today recognized 
to the degree of a truism that political theory and that part of philosophy we 
call ethics arc closely connected witn each other. But it seems strange to aS' 
sume— and this essay tries to ’.crify this assumption — that there exists an 
external parallelism, and perhaps also an inner relationship, between politics 

* Tie American Political Science Repiew, VoL XUI (October, 1948). By permUnon. 
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and other parts of philosophy such as epistemology, that is, theory of knowl- 
edge, and theory of values. It is just within these two theories that the antag- 
onism between philosophical absolutism and relativism has its seat; and this 
antagonism seems to be in many respects analogous to the fundamental op- 
position between autocracy and democracy as the representatives of political 
absolutism on the one hand and political relativism on the other.^ 

I 

Philosophical absolutism is the metaphysical view that there is an absolute 
reality, i.e., a reality that exists independently of human knowledge. Hence its 
existence is objective and unlimited in, or beyond, space and time, to which 
human knowledge is restricted. Philosophical relativism, on the other hand, 
advocates the empirical doctrine that reality exists only within human knowl- 
edge, and that, as the object of knowledge, reality is relative to the knowing 
subject. I'he absolute, the thing in itself, is beyond human experience; it is 
inaccessible to human knowledge and therefore unknowable. 

To the assum[)tion of absolute existence corresponds the possibility of 
absolute truth and absolute values, denied by philosophical relativism, which 
recognizes only relative truth and relative values. Only if the judgments 
about reality refer ultimately to an objective existence may they aim at abso- 
lute truth; that is to say, claim to be true not only in relation to the judging 
subject but to everybody, always and everywhere. If there is an absolute real- 
ity, it must coincide with ahsolute value. The absolute necessarily implies per- 
fection. Absolute existence is identical with absolute authority as the source of 
absolute values. Value judgments can claim to be valid for everybody, always 
and everywhere, and not only in relation to the judging subject, if they refer 
i(» values inherent in an absolute reality or, what amounts to the same, are 
established by an absolute authority. The personification of the absolute, its 
presentation as the omnipotent creator of the universe whose will is the law of 
nature as well as of man, is the inevitable consequence of philosophical abso- 
lutism. Its metaphysics shows an irresistible tendency towards monotheistic 
religion; whereas philosophical relativism, as anti-metaphysical empiricism 
insists upon the unintelligibility of the absolute as a sphere beyond experi- 
ence, and consequently has an outspoken inclination to skepticism. 

The hypothesis of philosophical absolutism that there is an absolute exist- 
ence independent of human knowledge leads to the assumption that the 
function of knowledge is merely to reflect, like a mirror, the objects existing 
in themselves; whereas relativistic epistemology, in its most consistent presen- 
tation by Kant, interprets the process of cognition as the creation of its ob- 
ject. This view implies that the human subject of knowledge is — epistemo- 
logically — the creator of his world, a world which is constituted exclusively 
in and by his knowledge. Hence, freedom of the knowing subject is a funda- 

* Ci. Mjns Kelscn, Staatsform und Weltanschauung (Tubingen, 1933). 
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mental prerequisite of the relativistic theory of knowledge. This, of course, 
does not mean that the process of cognition has an arbitrary character. There 
are laws governing this process; hut these laws originate in the human mind, 
the subject of knowledge being the autonomous law-giver. Philosophical ab- 
solutism, on the other hand, if cr'i distent, must conceive of the subject of 
knowledge as completely determined by heteronomous laws immanent in 
objective reality, and as subjected to the absolute, especially if the absolute is 
imagined as a personal being and super-human authority. 

The subjectivistic character of the relativistic theory of knowledge involves 
two perils. The one is a paradoxical solipsism; that is, the assumption that the 
ego as the subject of knowledge is the only existent reality. Such assumption 
would involve a relativistic epistemology in a self-contradiction. For if the 
ego is the only existent reality, it must be an absolute reality. The other dan- 
ger is a no less paradoxical pluralism. Since the world exists only in the 
knowledge of the subject, according to this view, the ego is, so to speak, the 
center of his own world. If, however, the existence of many egos must be 
admitted, the consequence seems to be inevitable that there are as many 
worlds as there are knowing subjects. Philosophical relativism deliberately 
avoids solipsism as well as pluralism. Taking into consideration — as true 
relativism — the mutual relation among the various subjects of knowledge, 
this theory compensates its inability to secure the objective existence of the 
one and same world for all subjects by. the assumption that the individuals, 
as subjects of knowledge, are equal. This assumption implies that also the 
various processes of cognition in the minds of the subjects are equal, and thus 
the further assumption becomes possible that the objects of knowledge, as 
the results of these individual processes, arc in conformity with one another, 
an assumption confirmed by the external behavior of the individuals. From 
the point of view of philosophical absolutism, on the other hand, it is not the 
equality of the subjects; it is, on the contrary, their fundamental inequality in 
relation to the absolute and supreme being which is essential. 

II 

In politics, the term “absolutism” designates a form of government where 
the whole power of the state is concentrated in one single individual, namely, 
the ruler, whose will is law. All the other individuals are subjected to the 
ruler, without participating in his power, which, for this reason, is unlimited 
and in this sense absolute. Political absolutism means for the ruled complete 
lack of individual freedom. It is incompatible with the idea of equality bc' 
cause justifiable only by the assumption of an essential difference between 
the ruler and the ruled. Political absolutism is synonymous with despotism, 
dictatorship, autocracy. In the past, the characteristic example is the absolute 
monarchy as it existed in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries in Eu- 
rope, especially in France under Louis XIV, who formulated its idea in the 
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famous phrase: L'Etat cest mot. In our time, political absolutism is realized 
in the totalitarian states as established by fascism, national socialism, and 
bolshevism. Its opposite is democracy based on the principles of freedom and 
equality. These principles exclude the establishment of a totalitarian, i.e., an 
unlimited, and in this sense, absolute, power of the state, which from a demo- 
cratic point of view is characterized by the formula UP,tat e’est nous. 

The parallelism which exists between philosophical and political absolut- 
i.sm is evident. The relationship between the object of knowledge, the abso- 
lute, and the subject of knowledge, the individual human being, is quite 
similar to that between an absolute government and its subjects. Just as the 
unlimited power of this government is beyond any influence on the part of 
its su[)jects, who are bound to obey laws without participating in their crea- 
tion, the absolute is beyond our experience, and the object of knowledge — in 
the theory of philosophical absolutism — independent of the subject of knowl- 
edge, totally determined in his cognition by heteronomous laws. Philosophi- 
cal absolutism may very well be characterized as epistemological totalitarian- 
ism. According to this view, the constitution of the universe has certainly 
not a democratic character. 

There exists not only an external parallelism between political and philo- 
sophical absolutism; the former has in fact the unmistakable tendency to use 
the latter as ideological instrlmient. T«> ju.stify his unlimited power and the 
unconditional submission of all the others, the ruler must present himself, 
directly or indirectly, as authorized by the only true absolute, the supreme 
superhuman being, as his descendant or deputy or as inspired by him in a 
mystical way. Where the political ideology of an autocratic and totalitarian 
government does not permit recourse to the absolute of a historic religion, as 
in the case of bolshevism, it shows an unconcealed disposition to assume itself 
a religious character by absolutizing its basic value: the idea of socialism. 

Political absolutism not only uses a metaphysical ideology for its practical 
purposes, i.e., its moral justification; it has also a political theory at its dis- 
posal which describes the state as an absolute entity existing independently 
of its subjects. According to this theory, the state is not merely a group of 
individuals; it is more than the sum-total of its subjects. It is a collective, and 
that means here a super-individual, body which is even more real than its 
members, a mystic organism and as such a supreme and super-human author- 
ity, whose visible representative or incarnation is the ruler, whether he be 
called monarch, Fiihrer, or Generalissimo. It is the concept of sovereignty 
serving the purpose of this deification of the state which implies the worship 
of the ruler as a god-like being. In relation to other states, the dogma of 
sovereignty leads to the negation of international law as a legal order above 
the states, that is to say, as a set of rules imposing obligations and conferring 
rights upon the states and thus determining the spheres of their legal exist- 
ence. Sovereignty, in the sense of absolute supreme authority, can be the 
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quality of one state only. By voluntarily recognizing international law, the 
sovereign state incorporates these legal rules into its own law and thus ex- 
tends the validity of its national law, comprising the international law, over 
all the other states or, what amounts to the same, over all the other national 
legal orders. The view that international law is pan of one’s own national 
law is advocated by those who insist upon the sovereignty of their own state, 
and who take it for granted that legal interpretation of facts is identical with 
interpretation according to their national law, that is, the law of their own 
state. This juristic imperialism is usually not consistent enough to admit 
that by this interpretation the own state of the interpreter becomes the sole 
and absolute legal authority, the god in the world of law.* 

Ill 

Diametrically opposed to this absolutistic theory of the state is the one 
which conceives of the state as a specific relation among individuals, estab- 
lished by a legal order or, what amounts to the same, as a community of 
human beings constituted by this order, the national legal order. In rejecting 
the sovereignty dogma, this relativistic doctrine considers the state as subject, 
together with all the other states, to the international legal order. In their 
subjection to international law, all states are equal and members of the inter- 
national community constituted by international law. According to this view, 
the state is certainly a legal authority; but not a supreme authority, since it is 
essentially under the authority of international law. But this law is created, 
in a thoroughly democratic way, by custom and treaties, that is, by the co- 
operation of the states subjected to it. As a legal community, the state exists 
together with all the other states within the international community under 
international law, just as private corporations exist within the state under 
national law. Thus the state represents only an intermediate stage between the 
international community and the various legal communities established 
under the state in accordance with its national law. The relativization of the 
state is one of the essential objectives of this political theory. It may be char- 
acterized as a democratic theory of the state, because it reflects the spirit of 
democracy. For, just as autocracy is political absolutism and political absolut- 
ism is paralleled by philosophical absolutism, democracy is political relativism 
which has its counterpart in philosophical relativism. 

It might be taken for a more or less superficial analogy between democracy 
and relativism that the fundamental principles of freedom and equality are 
characteristic of both; that the individual is politically free in so far as he 
participates in the creation of the social order to which he is subjected, just 
as the knowing subject — ^according to relativistic epistemology — is autono- 
mous in the process of cognition; and that the political equality of the indi- 

*Cf. Hans Kelscn, General Theory of Law and State (Harvard University Press, 1946), pp. 
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victuals corresponds to the equality of the subjects of knowledge, which rela- 
tivistic epistemology must assume in order to avoid solipsism and pluralism. 
But a more serious, argument for the relationship between democracy and 
relativism is the fact that almost all outstanding representatives of a 
relativistic philosophy were politically in favor of democracy, whereas fol- 
lowers of philosophical absolutism, the great metaphysicians, were in favor 
of political absolutism and against democracy.® 

IV 

It is well known that in antiquity the sophists were relativists. Their most 
prominent philosopher, Protagoras, taught: Man is the measure of all things; 
and their representative poet, Euripides, glorified democracy. But Plato, the 
greatest metaphysician of all times, proclaimed against Protagoras: God is 
the measure of all things, and, at the same time, rejected democracy as a con- 
temptible form of government. His ideal state is a perfect autocracy.* In 
Aristotle’s Metaphysics, the absolute appears as “the first mover who is itself 
linmoved” and stands as a monarch over the universe. Consequently the 
philosopher presents in his Politics the hereditary monarchy as superior to 
democracy.'’ His teleological interpretation of nature — a consequence of his 
metaphysics — is in direct opposition to the mechanistic view of the atomists, 
who strictly rejected causes which were simultaneously ends and thus became 
the founders of modern science. It was not by chance that Democritus, who 
together with Leucippus developed the anti-metaphysical theory of atoms, 
declared; “Poverty in democracy is as preferable to pretended prosperity in 
monarchy as freedom is to slavery.” 

In the Middle Ages, the metaphysics of the Christian religion goes hand in 
hand with the conviction that monarchy, the image of the divine rule of the 
universe, is the best form of government. Thomas Aquinas’ Summa 
Theologiae and Dante Alighieri’s De Monarchia are the classical examples 
for this coincidence of philosophical and political absolutism. But Nicolaus 
C'usanus, who in his philosophy declared the absolute as unknowable, in his 
political theory, couched a lance for the freedom and the equality of men. In 
modern times, Spinoza combined his anti-metaphysical pantheism with an 
outspoken preference for democratic principles in the moral and political 
fields; but the metaphysician Leibniz defended monarchy. The English 
founders of anti-metaphysical empiricism were decided opponents of political 
absolutism. Locke affirmed that absolute monarchy was inconsistent with 
civil society and could be no form of government at all. Hume, who much 

*Cf. Bertrand Russell, Philosophy and Politics (1947), passim. 

* Cf. Han» Kelsen, "Platonic lustice,” International Journal of Ethics, Vol. 48 (1937), pp. 
367 ff. 

*Han& Kelsen. "The Philosophy of Aristotle and the Hellcntc-Macedonian Policy," Ethics, 
Vol. 48 (1937), pp. I ff. 
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more than Kant deserves to be called the destroyer of metaphysics, it is true, 
did not go as far as Locke; but he wrote in his brilliant essay, “Of the 
Original Contract,” that the consent of the people is the best and most sacred 
foundation of government, and in h*s essay, “Idea of a Perfect Common- 
wealth,” he sketched the constitution ot a democrauc republic. Kant, follow- 
ing Hume, showed in his philosophy of nature the futility of any metaphysi- 
cal Speculation, but in his ethics he reintroduced the absolute, which he so 
systematically excluded from his theoretical philosophy. Likewise, his politi- 
cal attitude was not very consistent. He sympathized with the French Revo- 
lution and admired Rousseau; but he lived under the absolute monarchy of 
the Prussian police state and had to be cautious in his political statements. So 
in his political theory he did not dare express his true opinion. Hegel, on the 
other hand, the philosopher of the absolute and objective spirit, was also a 
protagonist of the absolute monarchy. 


V 

It was a disciple of Hegel who, in the fight against the democratic move- 
ment in Germany during the nineteenth century, formulated the catchword: 
Authority, not majority! And indeed, if one believes in the existence of the 
absolute, and consequently in absolute values, in the absolute good — to use 
Plato’s terminology — is it not meaningless to let a majority vote decide what 
is politically good ? To legislate, and that, means to determine the contents of 
a social order, not according to what objectively is the best for the individuals 
subject to this order, but according to what these individuals, or their major- 
ity, rightly or wrongly believe to be their best — this consequence of the demo- 
cratic principles of freedom and equality is justifiable only if there is no 
absolute answer to the question as to what is the best, if there is no such a 
thing as an absolute good. To let a majority of ignorant men decide instead of 
reserving the decision to the only one who, in virtue of his divine origin, or 
inspiration, has the exclusive knowledge of the absolute good — this is not the 
most absurd method if it is believed that such knowledge is impossible and 
that, consequently, no single individual has the right to enforce his will upon 
the others. That value judgments have only relative validity, one of the basic 
principles of philosophical relativism, implies that opposite value judgments 
are neither logically nor morally impossible. It is one of the fundamental 
principles of democracy that everybody has to respect the political opinion 
of everybody else, since all are equal and free. Tolerance, minority rights, 
freedom of speech, and freedom of thought, so characteristic of democracy, 
have no place within a political system based on the belief in absolute values. 
This belief irresistibly leads — and has always led — to a situation in which the 
one who assumes to possess the secret of the absolute good claims to have the 
right to impose his opinion as well as his will upon the others who are in 
error. And to be in error is, according to this view, to be wrong, and hence 
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punishable. If, however,’ it is recognized that only relative values are accessi- 
ble to human knowledge and human will, then it is justifiable to enforce a 
social order against reluctant individuals only if this order is in harmony 
with the greatest possible number of equal individuals, that is to say, with the 
will of the majority. It may be that the opinion of the minority, and not the 
opinion of the majority, is correct. Solely because of this possibility, which 
only philosophical relativism can admit — that what is right today may be 
wrong tfjmorrow— the minority must have a chance to express freely their 
opinion and must have full opportunity of becoming the majority. Only if it 
is not possible to decide in an absolute way what is right and what is wrong is 
it advisable to discuss the issue and, after discussion, to submit to a com- 
promise. 

This is the true meaning of the political system which we call democracy, 
and which we may oppose to political absolutism only because it is political 
relativism. 


VI 

In the eighteenth chapter of the Gospel of Saint John, the trial of Jesus is 
described. 'I he simple story in its naive wording is one of the sublimest pieces 
of world literature and, without intending it, grows into a tragic symbol of 
the antagonism between absolutism and relativism. 

It was at the time of Passover when Jesus, accused of pretending to be the 
Son of (lod .ind King of the Jews, was brought before Pilate, the Roman 
procurator. And Pilate, ironically asked him, who in the eyes of the Roman 
was but a poor fool, “Then, you are the king of the Jews?” But Jesus took this 
question very seriously, and, burning with the ardor of his divine mission, 
answered; “You say so. I am a king. To this end I was born and for this 
caii.se came I into the world, that I should bear witness to the truth. Everyone 
who is on the side of the truth listens to my voice.” Then Pilate asked, “What 
is truth. .\nd because he, the skeptical relativist, did not know what the 
truth was, the .ibsolute truth in which this man believed, he — t]uite consist- 
ently-proceeded in a democratic way by putting the decision of the case to a 
popular vote. He went out again to the Jews, relates the Gospel, and said to 
them; “I tiiul in him no fault at all. But you have a custom that I should re- 
lease to vf)u one at the Passover. Do you wish that I set free to you this king 
of the Jews.^" Then cried they all again, saying: “Not this man, but Rarab- 
bas.” The Gospel adds: “Now Barabbas was a robber.” 

hor those who believe in the Son of God and King of the Jews as witness of 
the absolute truth, this plebiscite is certainly a strong argument against de- 
mcK'racy. And this argument we political scientists must accept. But only un- 
der one condition: that we are as sure of our political truth, to be enforced, if 
necessary, witn blood and tears — that we are as sure of our truth as was, of his 
truth, the Son of God. 
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BENE DE VISME WILUAMSON 


3. Aniirelativum: A MetaphyMicahReUgiou$ View* 

1 

There exists a very widely held opinion that democracy and relativism go 
together. Some of the people who hold that opinion go even further by as- 
serting that the two are not only linked but linked inseparably. One of the 
most eminent scholars who thinks so is the well-known Austrian jurist, Pro- 
fessor Hans Kelsen. He stated his position very clearly and concisely in these 
words: 

“He who holds that absolute truth and absolute values are beyond human 
understanding is forced to look upon* a rival alien opinion as possible at 
the very least. Relativism is therefore the philosophy (Weltanschauung) 
which the democratic conception presupposes.” ^ 

With perfect consistency he argues that a belief in absolute values goes with 
autocratic regimes — particularly divine right monarchy — ^because the believer 
is not free to allow himself or others any deviation from absolute values 
and is bound by his conscience to base political decisions on authority rather 
than majority.^ According to Kelsen, therefore, forms of government are 
difTcrentiated by the philosophy which underlies them far more than by 
constitutional provisions and governmental institutions. “This is,” he empha- 
sizes, “specifically the decisive question: whether or not there is a conception 
of absolute truth, a point of view rooted in absolute values.” ® 

Kelsen’s theory implies that conviction and tolerance are incompatible. It 
assumes that believers in absolute values are obliged by their conscience and 
by logical necessity to impose these values on people who do not subscribe to 
them, hence the machinery of the state will sooner or later become an instru- 
ment of persecution. The effect of this theory is to make doubt the founda- 
tion of tolerance. Democracy allows freedom of discussion because nothing 
is certain enough to be beyond discussion. The doubter feels that he might as 
well let his neighbors and fellow-citizens talk and vote as they please. What 
else could he do? He would not know how to indoctrinate them since he has 
no doctrine of his own, and he could not tell them how they should vote 
because he does not know. Freedom of discussion relieves him of the duty of 

• From Rene dc Visme Williamson, "The Challenge of Political Relativism,” The Journal o) 
Politics, Vol. IX (May, 1947). By permission. 

’ Hans Kelsen, Allgemeine Staatslehre (Berlin, 1925), p. 370. 

*lbid.. pp. 370 and 371, 

* Ibid., p. 369. 
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thinking his way through difficult problems by transferring it to others and 
majority rule is a device which relieves him of the necessity of making re- 
sponsible decisions. He who cannot count arguments and facts can always 
count votes. It is a tendency of relativists generally to rely on procedural rules 
as a substitute for principles, for the former is a predominantly mechanical 
activity whereas the latter calls for the intellectual activity and discretion 
which are needed to apply them to particular situations. This is why so many 
legislative debates on controversial bills turn on questions of constitutionality 
instead of merit and why it is so much easier to have courts of law than courts 
of justice. What Kclsen’s theory really means therefore, is that there are no 
democrats except by default and that majority rule is a kind of ersatz prin- 
ciple. Sovereign power is placed in the hands of the common man because 
there are no uncommonly capable men with a right to claim it. 

II 

The sincerity of Kelscn’s belief in democracy and the adequacy of the 
reasoning upon which it is based are not the same thing. That believers in 
absolute values always are obliged by conscience and logic to impose their 
views on unyielding unbelievers is not a sound general proposition. It is quite 
true that some believers feel this way, but it is equally true that many others 
do not. On the other hand, it is not necessarily a fact that doubters are toler- 
ant. The supposition that conviction and doubt are the only factors affecting 
the situation is itself an over-simplification. Psychological reality is more 
complex than that. Thus, doubt is sometimes associated with what is known 
as the will to believe, and there are persons who oscillate back and forth be- 
tween conviction and doubt. Furthermore, it can also happen that intensity 
of feeling is a compensation for lack of depth. It is often from groups such as 
these that persecution comes. They try to ban free discussion because they 
fear that they lack the strength to cling to their convictions in the face of 
advcr.se criticism or because they harbor the unavowed feeling that these 
convictions are weak in themselves and could not survive in competition 
with rival ones. In such cases, persecution is not the product of an evangelistic 
urge hut a species of self-defense. But when convictions have real intrinsic 
merit, are rationally held, and have their roots deep in the experience of those 
who hold them, the likelihood of persecution is remote. When such is the 
situation, tolerance may partake of the magnanimity of the strong. In addi- 
tion to the psN’chological considerations, one must also reckon with the in- 
fluence ot important social factors. For example, there is no inexorable 
natural law whicli says that whenever a person discovers a great truth he 
fecKs an irresistible uige to communicate it to everybody. On the contrary, 
there have been stjcieiie.s in which the characteristic impulse o[ most people 
was to keep the great truth secret and to transmit it only to an initiated few. 
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Intolerance and persecution are highly improbable in a situation of this 
kind. Even in a society where the evangelistic urge is strong, persecution may 
yet be inconsequential or non-existent because most believers think that con- 
victions can be imparted successfully by rational argument and persuasive 
appeal rather than by force. Again, it is entirely .possible that people who 
concede a limited efficacy to persecution will nevertheless disapprove of this 
particular method of imparting their own convictions. Not everyone who is 
out to conquer is willing to stoop for it. 

It follows from the above considerations that Kel.sen’s theory that there is 
an unbreakable link between absolute values and autocracy and between 
relativism and democracy is a false one. The most that one could say for it, 
perhaps, is that it is a half-truth. 


Ill 

The idea that democracy is applied political relativism has always had 
many adherents in this country, though their influence and number have not 
been constant throughout our history. Several factors have contributed to its 
popularity. One of these is that we won our independence during a period 
when resistance to authority was widespread. Another was that geography 
and frontier conditions gave support to an attitude of mind hostile to sover- 
eignty except when pulverized into individualism. A third and more recent 
factor was the general diffusion of relativistic ideas like those of the philos- 
opher John Dewey. Relativism in our country, however, has been much 
more of an attitude of mind than a systematic philosophy. It has existed by 
implication in what we thought and did, but only rarely has it been a deliber- 
ately taught and knowingly received doctrine. When we raise the problem 
of reconciling authority and liberty, for example, what we try to establish is 
the right of constituted authority to demand and receive the obedience of 
individuals, thereby implying that this right needs justification. The burden 
of proof is squarely placed on government to show cause why an individual 
should not follow those principles and conform to any rules other than those 
which he had made for himself. What we do not ordinarily ask is: what right 
does an individual have to defy constituted authority or to act in a Planner 
inconsistent with the common good as that good is conceived by the legiti- 
mate spokesmen of the community? We assume that every person has an 
indefeasible right to do whatsoever he pleases, although we do add the pro- 
viso that no person should trespass against the rights of others. But it is not 
up to the individual to show that he is right: it is up to the government to 
show that he is wrong. The strict construction of the powers of the federal 
government that was once claimed on behalf of the states is now invoked 
against all governmelit for the benefit of the individual. The values which 
individuals seek are presumed to be true regardless of numbers and conflicts, 
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and they remain so until and unless they are proved false. The whole 
relativist philosophy is implicit when this presumption is applied without 
qualification to all cases. 

This attitude of mind is not by any means confined to government but 
applies to other forms of association as well. Does the ordinary American 
want to know by virtue of what right a small minority of factory workers 
presumes to jeopardize the interests of all the workers in that factory and 
the hard- won gains of years of struggle when its values do not jibe with those 
of the labor union’s majority? Practically never. Instead of that, he asks why 
the values of the majority should override those of the few and rare, indeed, 
is the instance when the question is asked in any but a purely rhetorical man- 
ner. It will have to be proved to him that 50 or 100 workers are guilty of 
sabotage against the common good, but he will not require the slightest shred 
of evidence to accept the charge that 1000 workers are guilty of tyranny. The 
same sort of attitude may be observed among our college and university 
students. Their tendency is to condemn any regulation, however reasonable 
and beneficial, if it is compulsory. The unexpressed major premise in their 
thinking is that anything compulsory is bad because it is compulsory. When 
it comes to the realm of religion, we find a great diversity of values several of 
which arc incompatible with each other. Yet, confronted with the opposing 
claims of Roman Catholics and Protestants, fundamentalists and modernists, 
traditionalists and rationalists, the advocates of the social gospel and those of 
religious individualism, Christian nationalists and Christian pacifists, many 
an American will be found who says: “They all have the right to their own 
opinion.” Inasmuch as several of these religious positions are contradictory 
and cannot be reconciled, this comment can only mean that there exists a 
right to be wrong and that to be wrong is not really wrong but right. It might 
as well be said that “everything” is always right and nobody is ever wrong 
and, if courage were allied to logic, the speaker would recognize that his 
fwsition is the Nietzschean one of being beyond good and evil. This takes 
him much further than he cares to go, however, so he tries to get out of so 
awkward a predicament by seeking refuge in the relativist philosophy. “I 
recognize these differences and conflicts,” he says by way of explanation, “be- 
cause 1 like to face facts. I am a realist. It’s too bad things are so mixed up. 
But all that I or anybody else can say is that the position of each believer is 
right for him. Beyond that, there isn’t anything one can say, except for un- 
American fanatics who think they know all the answers and like to push 
people around.” It is not surprising that persons who reason thus in the 
realm of religion, should do likewise in the realm of politics. All that is 
necessary is to substitute the word “nation” for the word “denomination.” 

The ironical aspect of the relativist position is that those who take it are 
also the very ones who champion the “practical” most profusely, little realiz- 
ing how utterly impractical applied relativism is With benevolent and im- 
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partial indifference for all and approval for none, you can say that every 
protagonist of discordant views is right, but yot4 cannot govern a nation that 
way — unless you want disorder, anarchy, and chaos. How can a relativist, 
then, bring about a practicable situation without giving up his principles? 
The same idea could not be expr<'i cd more concisely than was done by 
Rousseau who sometimes used relativist language though he was not one 
himself. “The problem,” he said, “is to find a form of association which will 
defend and protect with the whole common force the person and goods of 
each associate, and in which each, while uniting himself with all, may still 
obey himself alone, ind remain free as before.” * 

IV 

The answer which relativists give to this riddle can be summarized in a 
single word, namely: consent. This answer is embedded in our political and 
legal thinking. It is never far from the surface. How can national sovereignty 
be reconciled with the binding force of international law? By the doctrine of 
consent under the name of the auto-limitation of states. If colonial depend- 
encies are wholly under the authority of the colonizing state from whose will 
all law emanates, how can it be explained that the daily lives of the natives 
are almost entirely regulated by native law often antedating colonial rule by 
several centuries? By the doctrine of consent under the guise of the fiction 
that failure to abrogate native law is to be interpreted as re-enactment by the 
colonizing state. We are not to inquire, of course, concerning the mysterious 
process of legislation whereby the legislator becomes the author of laws he 
does not know or understand and which he did not even know he was en- 
acting. Let us call this legislation by amnesia, therefore, and hope that it will 
not be out of place at least in that great empire which is said to have been ac- 
quired in a fit of absent-mindedness. How can it be held that long continued 
and undisputed possession may be transmuted into a valid legal right? By 
the doctrine of consent, known in this instance as prescription, whereby 
silence is deemed to be acquiescence. This is spontaneous legislation accord- 
ing to which law surreptitiously and fortuitously creeps up on all the parties 
concerned. How could resistance against the Stamp Act in the American 
colonies be justified? By the doctrine of consent re-stated as the principle of 
“no taxation without representation,” representation being understood very 
simply here as consent by proxy. How can one distinguish a democratic 
government from one which is not? By the doctrine of consent from which 
the just powers of government are derived. 

This doctrine of consent which enjoys such great popularity today is never- 
theless very old. It is impossible to say when it first came into current use, 
but we have an admirable statement of it as far back as twenty-five centuries 
ago in Plato’s Republic — and one might add that it has been unsatisfactory 

*Jean Jacques Rousseau, The Social Contract (Everyman edition, London, 1913), p. 14. 
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for the same length of time. Glaucon who presented it as the most widely 
accepted answer in ancient Athens and who formulated it with matchless 
perfection was himself not satisfied with it. In essence it consists in the prop- 
osition that what men agree to is always right. All social values, therefore, 
have a conventional or contractual basis. The impossibility of a social exist- 
ence in which each individual does exactly as he pleases in the light of his own 
values without reference to anybody else is the underlying reason why men 
alienate the inalienable by compromising and reaching an agreement with 
one another on a common set of values. This solution is represented as a 
happy medium between two intolerable extremes: anarchy in which every- 
one is a law unto himself in a society peopled by duplicate Robinson Crusoes, 
and tyranny in which one man imposes his own personal values by sheer 
force on people who do not believe in them. It is supposedly consent, then, 
which enables the individual to steer this middle course between bedlam and 
slavery. 

It might be conceded that if mortal man is the ultimate source of all truth 
and is, as Protagoras taught, the measure of all things, this is the best answer 
that one could give. Nevertheless, it is not nearly good enough. In the first 
place, it is not true that there are no values above and beyond man. It is not a 
valid argument against the existence of absolute values to assert that we can- 
not prove that they exist to someone who doubts it or to cite numerous cases 
in which men have been mistaken in identifying and applying them. There 
are a great many things in this world which arc true and yet imdemonstrable. 
It is the sight of the onlooker which is at fault and not the visibility of the ob- 
ject. Moreover, there is a distressing lack of moral elevation in the thought 
ibai truth is created by a process of group bargaining and compromising 
which culminates in consent. “We must not think,” Milton once observed on 
this very point, “to make a staple commodity of all the knowledge in the land, 
to mark and liccn.se it like our broadcloth, and our wool packs.” ® 

The doctrine that values have their origin and sanction in consent is im- 
practical as well as false because it cannot accomplish what its adherents in- 
tciul that it should. How can anyone steer a middle course between anarchy 
and tyranny or any other set of political reefs if there is no magnetic pole and 
a comjiass that points to it? We understand well enough that merchant ships 
tlo not have to go all the way to the North Pole to map out their course and 
I each their destination. 'Fhcy do not have to dock there to be guided by it. 
Just so the ship ot state need not reach absolute values in order to navigate 
through the stoi m\ seas of politics and attain those relative values that are its 
earthly destination. W'orld peace is unobtainable if there are no values of a 
higher level inde[>endent of the consent of nations. Of all the dangerous 
illusions and unrealistic figments ot imagination, there is none greater than 

* lohn Milton, Arenpa^ttua (The tiarvard Classics, Vol. 3, 1909), p. 213. 
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the expectation that sovereign nation-states will ever agree on enough prin- 
ciples and give their consent to er')ugh roles to eliminate force from inter- 
national relations. The necessary villingncss j agree is lacking. Further- 
more, if consent really be treated as primary and original instead of secondary 
and derivative, it does not matter whether a w'illingness to agree exists or not 
because the necessary legal instruments are lacking too. The whole of human 
existence cannot be put on a contractual basis, nor can the gap between indi- 
vidual values be contracted away because contracts are possible only where 
there is antecedent law. 


V 

The popularity of the doctrine of consent and the pervasiveness of the 
relativist philosophy have misled some of us into thinking that the best demo- 
cratic theory has lacked elements characteristic of quite a different philoso- 
phy. It is high time that we straighten out our thinking on this matter 
and realize that those who were the historic and truly great thinkers and 
champions of democracy believed in absolute values and took their stand 
there. 

An excellent point of departure for us Americans is our own national 
Declaration of Independence because the relativist version of democracy has 
derived no little support from a misconception of that document, particularly 
its reference to “the consent of the governed.” Paraphrasing and transposing 
Mr. justice Holmes’ quip that the framers of the Constitution did not enact 
Mr. Herbert Spencer’s Social Statics, we may say that neither did the signers 
of the American Declaration of Independence proclaim the relativist philoso- 
phy. That so many of our fellow-citizens think otherwise is probably due in 
large measure to the practice of lifting the phrase “deriving their just powers 
from the consent of the governed” out of its context and interpreting it as 
though it stood independently by itself. The signers themselves, however, as- 
signed it no such position. Quite the contrary! 

In the first paragraph of the Declaration of Independence, they specifically 
based their claim to independence not on the consent of the governed nor the 
will of the thirteen colonies but on “the laws of nature and of nature’s God.” 
They then proceeded to state their motive as “a decent respect to the opin- 
ions of mankind”-— quite an unnecessary digression if one man’s opinion is 
as good as another’s! In the second paragraph they lay down five propositions 
each of which is introduced by the word “that” and closed by a semi-colon, 
except for the fifth one which ends with a period. The substance of these five 
propositions may be summarized as follows: equality, natural rights, the 
citation of three of these natural rights (life, liberty, and the pursuit of hap- 
piness), limited government, and the right of revolution. The philosophy 
in the light of which the signers saw these propositions was made plainly 
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evident in the declaratory statement “We hold these truths to be self-evident. 
Both the position and the punctuation of this statement show that the signers 
intended it to apply to all five of the ensuing propositions. The self-evident 
truths are not only stated explicitly but also labelled so that their nature 
would not be misunderstood or overlooked. The signers realized, of course, 
that these truths were not evident to everybody cither in America or 
in Kurope. That is why they said self-evident and not “evident to all man- 
kind,” and tliey were careful to point out that it is “We” who hold them to be 
thus. 

We n(jw come to the statement in question, i.e. that governments derive 
“their just powers from the consent of the governed.” Let us first of all note 
that it occurs in the fourth proposition, which is one of the self-evident truths, 
'rhe next logical step is to observe that the statement is not the whole of the 
proposition hut rather a subordinate modifying clause. The main point is 
that “governments are instituted among men” for a particular purpose which 
is “to secure these rights,” i.e. the natural rights of man. The just powers of 
governments liave their source in the consent of the governed, but the extent 
and limits of these powers are contained in the purpose of all government. 
'I hc significance of the proposition considered in its entirety, therefore, is that 
there arc governments which no amount of consent could make legitimate. 
Rulers may forfeit their right to govern because their powers are exercised 
to subvert the purpose for which they exist and not solely because these 
powers may have an illegitimate origin. Thus, even the unanimous support 
of the (Jerman people could not have justified the Hitler regime because the 
Nazi leaders neither believed in nor observed the natural rights of man. If 
we read the second paragraph of the Declaration a little further, any remain- 
ing doubt that one might have must vanish once and for all when the signers 
state that the governed have not only the right but the duty to overthrow by 
revolution any government which is bent on establishing despotism. Viewed 
as a part of the historical development of Western political thought, we can 
recognize m the fourth and fifth propositions of the signers an eighteenth- 
century American adaptation of the medieval concept of tyranny ab initio 
and tyranny ab exercitio. We are entitled to conclude, therefore, that the 
signers of the American Declaration of Independence were inspired by a 
philosophy that is completely alien to political relativism. They took a firm 
stand on absolute values and had the courage to be dogmatic. They did not 
pretend to think that King George III and Lord North had a right to their 
own opinion, nor did they believe that justice meant one thing in the British 
Isles and another in British America. They based themselves on self-evident 
truths, and not on hypotheses, working premises, tentative assumptions, and 
other verbal symptoms of hesitant wills, mixed emotions, and inconclusive 
minds. They understood that judgment which comes to grips with reality is 



PHILOSOPHY AhID POLITICS yj 

far superior to judgment which is suspended so that it cannot get a grip on 
anything at all. When they spoke of the duty of a free people to overthrow 
despotic governments they did not mean anything like “that is the way we 
feel about it” (with perhaps the words “at this time” added for further 
safety). Their concept of duty was a close kii; to the one described by Words- 
worth as the “stern daughter of the Voice of God.” 

VI 

There emerges from this discussion of the challenge of political relativism 
the conclusion that if we are to enjoy democracy at home and peace abroad, 
we must take our stand on absolute values. It is admitted on all sides that the 
kind of democracy, peace, and justice that we now have is a very imperfect 
kind at best and that our hold on even that is precarious. The trouble is that 
everything we have in this world is, indeed, relative. It would be amusing, 
if it were not so tragic, to observe how many people choose their goals from 
admittedly shoddy models of proven unreliability and insist on behaving like 
those insects who beat themselves to death against the same window-pane 
instead of looking elsewhere for the way out. 

What relative degree of democracy and peace we possess, little as that is, 
we owe to those who built on the foundation of absolute values. A social 
order of any kind is created only by those who have the vision of a new 
heaven and a new earth, inasmuch as the old earth and crude man-made 
heavens have been so pathetically inadequate. They alone have the eyes to 
see it, the power to create it, the steadfastness to maintain it, the knowledge 
and experience to improve it. The time has come when we must stop being 
so down-to-earth that we get mired in the mud of our mistakes and confine 
ourselves to the same ruts which experience tells us lead to disaster. When 
men set such an absurdly high value on being level-headed, is it any wonder 
that their handiwork should be so dismally flatP To secure a longer, deeper, 
and more well-rounded view of our position without losing sight of what 
lies immediately before us, we must move some distance and the only way of 
moving so that it can serve our purpose is to move in an upward direction. 
This is just as true in the moral and social realm as it is in the physical: we 
must move toward the absolute if we are to manage even the relative. Let us 
be done once and for all, therefore, with the futile enterprise of seeking our 
standards from substandard conditions and of borrowing our thinking about 
democracy from those who misunderstand it. 

“But,” someone is likely to inquire, “isn’t majority rule an instance of 
exactly that kind of borrowing?” This is a good question to which improved 
methods of public opinion measurement have given a special urgency, yet 
it is not asked very often, and the few who ask it generally seem to expect an 
affirmative answer. This expectation is itself an example of the wrong kind 
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of borrowing and one of the legacies of earlier anti-democratic thinking. The 
defenders of legitimism, aristocracy, and other reactionaries and conserva- 
tives of the first half of nineteenth-century Europe were unable to prevent 
the victory and establishment of democracy, but it is curious to note how 
often some of their arguments have outlived their authors and their cause. 
Democracy has never been the special preserve of nose-counting statisticians 
any more than hereditary monarchy by divine right was the private monop- 
oly of obstetricians. To this false charge that majority rule is a form of 
wholesale opinion-borrowing by buck-passing citizens, the most effective 
reply was given by Rousseau whose understanding of majority rule remains 
unsurpassed. 

Rousseau stressed the point that majority rule is a tool whose purpose is 
to give expression to the voice of the general will and that, like every tool, it 
will not function elfectively unless certain conditions are met. One of these 
is that the citizens who vote are by that act expressing their considered judg- 
ment as to wluit the common good requires and not pursuing private selfish 
ends disguised as public interest.** A second condition is that adequate infor- 
mation and free inquiry be available to permit the formation of objective 
and verifiable judgments.^ A third condition is that, as he seeks the common 
good of all, “each citizen should think only his own thoughts.” ® In making 
this point Rousseau says, in elTcct, that there must be no opinion-borrowing 
at all, and his hostility toward groups (“partial associations”) is caused by 
the tendency of groups to become pressure groups striving for power 
through the regimentation of their members instead of striving for truth 
through the independent thinking of each member.® In so far as every citizen 
is animated by the same public spirit and makes use of his own individual 
background by independent thinking on common problems, the general will 
is given expression and translated into a great political force. Individual bias 
and personal peculiarities cancel out and what is left is the common judg- 
ment of all which is truest because it has the broadest possible base, t.e. the 
total experience of life and the wealth of resources afforded by diversity in 
backgrounds.*® An individual who lets someone else do this thinking for 
him is robbing the community of all that is personal and unique in his con- 
tribution to its wisdom, and a political leader who accepts the services and 
support of his followers without getting the benefit of their considered judg- 
ment is like someone who is willing to drive a car equipped with a powerful 
motor and no brakes: he who drives it is a public threat and they who ride in 
it are unmitigated fools or pitiful victims. It is the essence of dictatorship to 

* Icjn f jcques Rousseau, op, cit., p. a6. 

' I hid., |ip. 93 and 94. 

• Ihid., p. 26. 

*lbid., p. 26. 

“ Ihtd., p. 25. 
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accumulate power without the corresponding wisdom that would make il 
safe, and it is a wholly natural thing for an individual who craves for power 
and at the same time denies the existence of truth by believing that all truth 
is relative. Dictators cannot see why they should bother to take both, and 
they are apt to confront their critics with Pilate’s question: what is truth? 
And it happens that not a few of these critics have no more inclination to 
answer the question than the dictators who ask it! 

What happens when truth is eliminated from consideration in human rela- 
tions? You sever reason from its natural anchor anti every order from one 
man to another becomes arbitrary because it is no longer possible to justify 
that order. When people have to heed the orders, demands, requests, or di- 
rectives of one man for no other reason than that they are his will, what you 
have is despotism. Anyone who consents to such a relationship is neither 
patriot nor democrat. He may honestly believe that he should be praised for 
being cooperative. Actually, however, he is guilty of being a collaborationist. 
The factor of numbers alters the situation not one whit. The arbitrary is not 
improved by multiplication. Whoever fails to use his God-given reason in the 
pursuit of truth whatever it may be and who is incapable of regulating his 
conduct according to the truth he has found and using it for the common 
good of his fellow-man is only a pseudo-democrat. Even if he took the opin- 
ions of a ninety per cent majority of his countrymen as his standard he w-ould 
still be guilty of robbing a hundred per cent of them of his own personal 
contribution, however small, which he only can make to the di.scovery and 
realization of the general welfare of his own people and the common good of 
all peoples. ‘‘A man may be heretic in the truth,” said John Milton, “and if 
he believe things only because his pastor says so, or the Assembly so deter- 
mines, without knowing other reason, though his belief be true, yet the very 
truth he holds, becomes his heresy.” '' 

This inalienable allegiance to truth with its unyielding defense of the in- 
dividual’s freedom to search for it, is the common ground on which the 
Christian, the scientist, and the citizen unite. It is the one platform which is 
big enough and strong enough to accommodate Martin Luther and Martin 
Niemoeller, Galileo and Albert Einstein, the hero of Thermopylae and the 
hero of Bastogne. It is the one rallying point for those who can be dogmatic 
about truth and modest about their own understanding of it, and for those 
who can demonstrate by the force of example that a man of principle has to 
have the broad, tolerant, adaptable, and open mind without which he would 
really be a man of prejudice. It would be a pity if we had vindicated our 
right to seek truth through centuries of struggle against a long and varied 
succession of tyrants only to surrender it freely and absent-mindedly to the 
Gallup organization! 


John Milton, op. at., p. 217. 
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MORRIS GINSBERG 


4. Antirelaiivism: A Rational-Secular View* 


It is a curirms and disconcerting fact that theories of ethical relativity have 
been used to justify both totalitarianism and democracy. The logical positiv- 
ists who incline towards relativism in ethics have been accused of encourag- 
ing moral nihilism and of thus providing a basis for fascism. On the other 
hand, writers like Kelsen, Radbruch and others both in England and Amer- 
ica have argued that the real justification for democracy lies in the idea 
of toleration, and this implies, in their view, an empirical and relativist out- 
look both in the theory of knowledge and in ethics; while the authoritarian 
attitude finds its natural support in what is described as an “absolutist” view 
of knowledge and morals. It is this somewhat paradoxical situation that 1 
W(nild like to consider in this lecture. 

Historically there seems to be little justification for cither claim. The de- 
fenders of democracy have not, on the whole, been ethical relativists. The 
philosophical radicals in hmgland, for example, were adherents of an em- 
pirical theory of knowledge and, no doubt, they claimed to base their ethical 
theory on the basis of experience. But they cannot be called ethical relativists, 
since they certainly sought to establish general principles of conduct which 
were to be the basis alike of moral and legal rules. They believed in democ- 
racy becausey they believed it to be the form of government most likely to 
conduce to general happiness. Neither Green, nor Hobhouse, nor Mill, who 
must be regarded as the best exponents of liberal thought in England, can by 
any stretch of imagination be considered ethical relativists. On the other hand, 
it would not be difficult to point to philosophers who favoured a “Positivist” 
view of knowledge and morals who were on the side of absolutism in their 
political views. Such, for example, were Auguste Comte and Hobbes. 
Again, while it is true that much in Nazi and Fascist literature employs the 
language of ethical relativism, it is equally true that those who originated 
logical positivism in its modern form and their supporters in England and 
America are very far from being adherents of totalitarianism. It thus be- 
comes clear even on a cursory survey that the relations involved must be 
more complex than appears at first sight and that if a fruitful analysis is to 
be conducted, it is essential to define more closely what is to be understood 
in this context by ethical relativism or positivism, on the one hand, and de- 
mocracy and totalitarianism on the other. 

For the purpose of this discussion I should like to distinguish two forms 

British lotirnal of Sociology, V’ol. 11 (March, 19s i). By permission. Originally delivered 
as a gurst'Iccturc at the Hebrew University of Jerusalem (May 7, 1950). 



PHILOSOPHY AND POLITICS 41 

of ethical relativism, which may be called sociological rnd psychological. By 
sociological relativism I mean the theory that moral rules are statements 
which assert that within a given group there is a general tendency for classes 
of acts to arouse reactions of approval or disapproval. Such statements are 
cither true or false in the sense that it is either the case or not the case that the 
approval or disapproval will be generally aroused. On the other hand, the. 
approval or disapproval themselves cannot, according to some supporters of 
this view, be either true or false, since this distinction is regarded as inap- 
plicable to feelings or emotions. The theory is relativist in the sense that mor- 
als are tied to the group, so that different groups have different moralities 
and there is no common standard by which they can be judged. The group 
in question according to the Nazi writers is the VoU( or racial communitv. 
According to Marxist writers the group is the dominant class, but each class 
has its own morality and between them there is conflict. The main difficulty 
in defining this type of theory is that it has never been worked out in any 
detail. The moralities of different peoples are alleged to differ, but no one 
has ever set out how precisely they differ, or defined the boundaries of the 
groups which are to be compared. Are we to say, for example, that there is 
a European or Western morality, or is there a Teutonic, an Anglo-Saxon, 
a French, an Italian and a Spanish morality Similarly we may ask how 
many class-moralities there are, how exactly do they differ and to what ex- 
tent do they interpenetrate.? 

It is easy to see that sociological relativism can easily be used to support 
totalitarian policy. For, if morals come from the group and enjoin attachment 
to the group, this can be readily interpreted in a sense which would leave 
little or nothing to individual autonomy. Nevertheless, sociological relativ- 
ism and totalitarianism are not necessarily connected. Thus for example 
Durkheim, who certainly holds a group theory of morality, is anxious to 
defend the notion of individual rights and to find room in his theory for 
the autonomy of the individual. The root of the matter lies in the answer to 
the question how what the group requires is to be ascertained. In Durk- 
heim’s view this cannot be done merely by yielding to the pressure of group 
opinion. It is a matter for scientific inquiry into the needs of society. Durk- 
heim in the long run believes in the autonomy of reason, and reason is exer- 
cised by individuals. On the other hand, in the Nazi theories reason is 
decried. Values are the expression of the vital impulses of the race and are 
above reason. The interpreters of the values are the leaders or creative minds 
of the race and the rest have to accept their edicts as binding. The validity 
which these claim is absolute within the group or racial community and not 
a matter of individual preference. Between this kind of group-morality and 
totalitarianism there is thus a close link. The masses are not asked what 
they want; they are told what they ought to want by the self-appointed inter- 
preters of group values. 
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Of the theories of what I have called psychological relativism it is not easy 
to find a precise formulation. They claim generally that moral judgments 
arc emotive, rather than descriptive. Moral judgments express not a char- 
acteristic of acts but an altitude towards them favourable or unfavourable. 
“This action ib right,” means “I am favourably disposed towards actions of 
this type; I give myself and others leave to do it should similar circum- 
stances arise.” These theories start with the individual and not with the 
group, since clearly only individuals can have emotions, or likes and dis- 
likes. Lord Russell, who is one of the strongest supporters of this theory, is 
very far from holding that the individual must always conform; “If a man 
seriously desires to live the best life open to him, he must learn to be critical 
of the tribal customs and tribal beliefs that are generally accepted among his 
MCighbour.s.” ' (hi what basis he is to criticize is, however, not clear. Strictly it 
would seem .iny desire, if felt with sufficient strength, will generate its own 
morality. Lord Kussell believes that an impersonal or universal morality is 
possible because human desires arc in fact more general and less selfish than 
many moralists imagine. It is the business of “wise institutions” he argues, 
to encourage such a universal morality, to create conditions in which self- 
interest and the interests of society can be harmonized.^ “Wise” presumably 
means such as Russell would approve. But to persuade others of what is 
wise it is necessary to appeal to their emotions and not to their reason — a 
curiously monopolistic sense of the word “wise.” 

The example of Lord Russell shows that there is no necessary link be- 
tween ethical relativism or subjectivism and totalitarianism. On the face of it, 
moral subjectivism is more naturally linked with individualism or even 
anarchism. Lord Russell himself likes freedom, creativeness, universal love 
and sympathy, while, certainly, hosts of Nazi and fascist writers would dis- 
miss all these .is the fear-ridden impulses of weaklings and degenerates. 
Whether freedom or coercion is to be the basis of the political organization 
would depend on the presence or absence of the corresponding desires in 
those who decide [jolicy and on the extent of their capacity to imbue others 
with similar desires or emotions. In gleichgeschaltete communities common 
ilesires would be inculcated and morality would be the same for all. On the 
other hand, in differentiated and diversified communities there would be 
more scope for individual peculiarity and moral originality or eccentricity. 
But there is nothing in the theory of moral relativism which could be logi- 
cally used to justify either type of society. Strictly speaking the term “justify,” 
if used in an ethical sense, would have no meaning. The term could have 
only “ideological” value as pretending to give a rational ground for what 
in fact is no more than individual desire or preference. 

Is there then no connection at all between moral relativism and totali- 

' Authority and the Individual, p. 109. 

* Religion and Science, p. 241. 
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tarianism? I think there is, but the connection is psychological and socio- 
logical rather than logical. This raises the general problem of the influence 
exercised by philosophical theories on political and social development. There 
are some who attribuce a great deal of power to the thought of philosophers, 
while others regard theories as the passive product of circumstances, and as 
reflecting rather than shaping the course of events. This is the sort of 
question upon which a great deal has been written and it would not be profit- 
able to pursue it further in general terms. I assume that the relation is one 
of reciprocal interaction, that philosophers tend to make explicit and to give 
form to tendencies which seek embodiment, but in doing so they give these 
tendencies greater strength than they might otherwise possess.^ In the case 
before us, it would be absurd to blame philosophers for generating moral 
nihilism, but it remains that in giving it theoretical form they encourage its 
growth. Lord Russell has formulated a general princi[de which is of interest 
in this connection. 

A philosophy |he says], developed in a politically advanced country, 
which is, in its birthplace, little more than a clarification and systematiza- 
tion of prevalent opinion, may become elsewhere a source of revolutionary 
ardour and, ultimately, of actual revolution. It is mainly through theories 
that the maxims regulating the policy of advanced countries become 
known to less advanced countries. In the advanced countries, practice in- 
spires theory; in the others theory inspires practice.* 

It is, I think, probable that the theories of moral relativism will be used 
as a basis for moral nihilism not only in the countries in which they have 
been formulated, but also and with even more devastating effect when trans- 
planted in other countries whether advanced or not. 

The real danger of these theories is that they remove the problem of values 
from the sphere of reason. In their mildest form they reflect a failure of 
nerve, a method of running away from the difficult task of tackling the 
problem of fairness and equity in human relations. At worst they provide 
those who resort to coercion and violence with an ideolr)gy which gives 
them a moral sanction, while at the same time undermining the moral 
foundations of those who favour justice and freedom. Philosophers can 
hardly be blamed for the abuse of their theories, but they are not entirely 
free from responsibility, especially if, as 1 think is the case, these theories 
are not really consistent with what is best in the positivist spirit. What is im- 
portant in positivism is a sceptical altitude towards metaphysical assump- 
tions and the insistence that all inductions must rest on observation of facts. 
Neither of these requirements is satisfied, so far as 1 can see, by the ethical 

•'I'o tins auiliciicc It is not ncccsv.y to stress the {Jower of an ideal, held with passion. “If 
>ou believe it, it is no dream," you were told. You did believe it, and it is no dream. 

* A History of Western Philosophy, p. 624. 
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theory of the logical positivists. It assumes without investigation that only 
those categories are of scientific importance which arc employed in ordering 
sensory experience and it makes no attempt to examine systematically the 
data provided by the comparative study of morals. That only statements re- 
lating to wliat are called “facts” permit of the distinction between true and 
false is mere dogma. On the factual side, we arc continually told that the 
variability of moral codes is so extensive as to preclude any hope of our ever 
reaching any generally acceptable body of moral principles. 

If vve all agreed | says Lord Russell |, we might hold that we know values 
by intuition. We cannot prove, to a colour-blind man, that grass is green 
and not red. But there are various ways of proving to him that he lacks a 
power of discrimination which most men possess, whereas in the case of 
values iliere are no such ways, and disagreements are much more fre- 
c|uenr than in the case of colours. . . . Hence the conclusion is forced on 
us that the dillerenee is one of tastes, not one as to any objective truth.® 

One would expect that such a statement would be substantiated by an in- 
quiry into the extent and nature of the divergencies in moral outlook and 
into the possilile reasons for such divergence. It is always possible, for ex- 
ample, that dilTerences arise to a considerable extent from ignorance of facts 
and from confusion between questions of fact and questions of values, and 
that when these confusions have been cleared up, the differences in value 
judgments proper might conceivably turn out to be no greater than those 
which are found in other spheres of knowledge.” These are matters which 
require prolonged investigations and the positivists of all people have no 
right to assume that they know enough about them to justify the very sweep- 
ing conclusions they claim to have established in the analysis of ethical 
judgments. 

The use made of ethical relativity by the lotalitarians differs from case 
to case, 'rhe fascists, as represented by Mussolini, at any rate, cannot really 
be said to hold a particular theory of morals, unless the rejection of all 
theories can be designated a theory. They consider all moral and political 
theories as ideologies which everyone is free to create for himself and to im- 
po.se them on others, if he can. In practice, of cour.se, this does not mean 
“everyone,” but only the leader, and there is nothing to check or control his 
ever-changing intuitions. The Nazi writers too appeal to intuition, but in 
their case, this is linked with the theory of the race as the ultimate source of 
all values and the leader as its exponent or interpreter. The Nazi view is 
more clearly a form of group-relativism than the fascist; but in both cases 
reason is ileihroned, the interests of the nation or race arc put above all moral 

* Religion and Science , p. 238. 

* F^pccKillv if allowance is made for differences due to differences in the general level of 
knowledge. 
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laws. Ultimately therefore there is no criterion other than the arbitrary in- 
tuitions of the leader. 

Marxist morality is more complex. There are, it would seem, two moral- 
ities — a universal morality which will become operative when class antag- 
onisms have disappeared and an “interim” morality which is functionally 
related to the class struggle. During this period each class has its own moral- 
ity based on its own needs, and what is called general morality is in fact the 
morality of the dominant class, disguised by an ideology which serves to 
impose it on the other classes. In a period of revolution the morality is that 
necessitated by war, and this “justifies” any measures required by revolu- 
tionary tactics and strategy and recognizes no limits above those needed to 
maintain the morale of the working classes. The condemnation of violence 
is “counter-revolutionary” and is merely the ideology of the exploiting classes. 
There is a certain inconsistency in the Marxist attitude to bourgeois mo- 
rality. Strictly speaking, this cannot be “condemned” in the period of the 
class struggle, except in an “ideological” sense, since during this period there 
are no common moral standards. In fact, however, Marxists have it both 
ways. They appeal to the ethics of the interim morality in defending the 
actions of the revolutionaries and to the ethics of the morality of the future 
in judging the actions of their opponents. This use of a dual morality is, of 
course, not peculiar to Marxists. But here the fissure between the two codes 
is so deep as to endanger the whole substance of morality. 

It will be seen that relativist ethics can be put to very different uses. This 
is to be expected. For if moral judgments express nothing but individual or 
group desires for preferences, the content of morals will vary with the inter- 
pretation of these desires or preferences. From the theoretical point of view 
we should expect some account of the method by which these needs or de- 
sires can be ascertained and how these are related to the working moral 
codes. But beyond vague generalities this is not forthcoming. There is no 
real attempt to discover in what ways the moral codes of the different groups 
differ from one another, or how far they are reconcilable. The function of 
reason is restricted to the investigation of the means used in the attainment 
of ends. The ends themselves are not open to rational scrutiny and where 
there is a conflict of ends wisdom stands helpless. In the Marxist view it is 
recognized that ends and means are dialectically related, from which it 
should follow that reason is capable of dealing not only with means but 
also with ends. But this promising deduction is of little importance. All 
reasoning in moral and social matters is classbound and until the age of 
proletarian knowledge is reached is subject to no tests other than those 
imposed by revolutionary tactics and strategy. The possibility of a rational 
harmonization of conflicting interests is ruled out so long as the class struggle 
continues. If my analysis is right, it follows that the different forms of to- 
talitarianism have this in common: they all involve the subordination of 
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ethics to politics and the removal of morals from the sphere of reason. 
Theories pf ethical relativity are therefore congenial to them, even though 
the logical connection is slender. In Marxist terminology, ethical relativity 
provides totalitarianism with just the ideology which it needs. 

F^thical relativity has been used as a basis not only for totalitarianism 
but also for democracy. Democracy, it is argued, implies that there is no 
such thing as absolute knowledge, that no one has a monopoly of truth; 
from which it is deduced that everyone is entitled to be heard and that co- 
ercion should only be employed when it has been accepted as necessary by 
at least the majority of those concerned.^ It may be doubted whether this 
is logically consistent, since it implies that there is at least one ethical prin- 
ciple which may he taken to be assured, the principle namely that where 
there is disagreement force ought not to be employed and that the majority 
is entitled to impose its will on the rest. If moral judgments are subjective 
and express nothing but individual or group preferences, I do not see how 
anyone can be refuted who prefers to coerce those who differ from him. 
No doubt ethical relativism is compatible with democracy, but it is equally 
compatible with anarchism or absolutism, according to the emotional 
make-up of the individuals or groups concerned and their power of per- 
suading or coercing others. From the psychological point of view also it may 
be questioned whether the best preparation for respecting the opinions or 
wishes of oilieis is to doubt your own. Toleration and self-doubt by no 
means always go together; and not infrequently the fanatical persecutor is 
a person who hunts his own doubt in the doubt of others. 

II dernocr.icy is to be justified, we need a surer foundation than ethical 
relativity. 'I'liis indeed is a truism, since if moral judgments are emotive or 
express the demands of groups, the term justify has no meaning other than 
“persuade or coerce.” In rejecting ethical relativism we are thus insisting that 
there is such a thing as a rational justification of democratic policy. This is 
not to claim infallibility. Moral reasoning, like reasoning in other spheres, 
is probable reasoning and open to correction in the light of wider experience 
or (leejienetl insight. But it is nevertheless incumbent on us to form the best 
jiulgment that we can of what is good and then act on it. Our first problem 
is to define what we are to mean by democracy in this context. This is a 
question (mi which a good deal of time can be wasted. If we take it that as 
popularly used the w'ord democracy means “a government of the whole peo- 
ple by the majority, generally through representatives, elected nowadays by 
a secret ballot of the adult population”* our problem is on what grounds 
such a form of government is held to be better than others. I will not attempt 
to survey the various answers that have been given to this question. I think 

' Cf. Kflscn, Allgemcine Rcchtslehre, p. 370. 

*Cf. E. F. Cairiit. Ethical and Political T/nnl(ing, p. 150, 
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the most promising line of approach is to say that demccracy in this formal 
sense is considered good because on the whole it is the best device for se- 
curing certain elements of social justice. If the device is so used that it docs 
not attain this purpose, then a democracy may be bad. Some people would 
say that in that case it is not a democracy, but this is a matter of words. What 
is important is to consider what arc the elements of social justice which con- 
stitute the ultimate ground of appeal. It seems to me they arc two: first, 
equality, and second, freedom with its correlative, individual responsibility. 
Equality in this context means two things; first, equality of consideration 
and, secondly, the exclusion of arbitrariness. The first requires that every- 
one is entitled to be considered, to have his claim heard; the second means 
that differences in treatment require as their justification some relevant dif- 
ference in the ground on which the claim is put forward. The justification 
for this principle is, I think, rooted in the nature of rational procedure. To 
proceed rationally involves at least two requirements; first, to treat like cases 
in like manner and to insist on justification for differential treatment; sec- 
ond, not to impose principles from without, but rather to seek to elicit them 
from experience by a process of mutual correction and systematization. To 
suppress an experience unheard is to eliminate what may be a valuable con- 
tribution to the common stock. Hence freedom of discussion and freedom 
of election. Inherent in government by discussion is decision by majority. 
The difficulty, of course, is to operate this device in a manner which will 
satisfy the above requirements. Free elections may fail to give expression 
to divergent views, and majority decisions may ignore or override rather 
than integrate opposed opinions. The theme is well worn and need not be 
further pursued here, but it is clear that in practice formal democracy may 
lack the moral authority which our principles demand. Equality and free- 
dom are closely connected. The function of free institutions is to encourage 
variety and spontaneity and to minimize the abuses arising out of ine- 
qualities in power. Compulsion may be required for both purposes, firstly 
to secure the resources necessary for a full life and secondly to prevent inter- 
ference by the strong with the weak. It is sometimes thought that the notion 
of liberty does not involve any particular conception of the content of the 
good, that, on the contrary, it is based on the contention that everyone knows 
best what his own good is and that the important thing is that the individual 
should be free to pursue whatever ends he chooses, provided he does not 
interfere with the like freedom of other persons to pursue their own ends 
in their own way.® But this is unworkable. To give freedom any concrete 
meaning it is necessary to define a body of rights and to devise means of 
balancing them when they conflict. Now rights arc claims to the conditions 
of a good life and must vary with our conception of the good and uur 
•p. Knight, Freedom and Reform, p. 52. 
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command of the conditions necessary to attain it. In particular the right- 
ful use of coercion must turn upon the nature of the ends aimed at, that is on 
the question how far they can be attained by force without distortion and 
moral pauperization. In short the idea of liberty cannot be profitably dis- 
cussed without considering its relation to the intrinsic values of individual 
pcrsfiuality and without an analysis of the relations between the individual 
and society. It is certainly not enough to say that anyone is free to do what he 
likes provided he does not interfere with the like freedom of others. Every 
claim may have to be considered not only in relation to the like clainis of 
others, but to the entire system of liberties. This, in turn, cannot be done 
without some conception of a common good, that is a form or way of life 
in the light of which the various values are graded and arranged in an order 
of priority and importance. There are, no doubt, principles of justice which 
can be formulated without reference to the content of the good. Such are, 
for example, the principles designed to secure equality of consideration and 
the exclusion of arbitrariness. But it is easy to see that they cannot be applied 
mechanically, bor what is arbitrary or not cannot be decided without some 
criterion of relevance, and this involves consideration of the particular values 
involved, such as the satisfaction of needs in some order of importance or 
the stimulus of ciTort, or the fulfilment of human potentialities. Similarly 
the problem of the relation between freedom and coercion cannot be resolved 
without taking into consideration the nature of the ends to be secured and 
the efTects likely to be produced on the character of those affected. In this 
Connection, as in others, the good and the just cannot be fruitfully considered 
in isolation from each other. 

In the last resort, then, the best defence of democracy is that on the whole 
It is a form of government most likely to secure equality and freedom, 
breedom, it should be added, is closely connected with responsibility, that is 
the knowledge of values and the power of acting in accordance with that 
knowledge. Democracy, if it is to attain these objects, must be representa- 
tive and responsible government; that is, based on the alert and active con- 
sent of the governed and a widely diffused and informed sense of values and 
a strong feeling of accountability on the part of those to whom power is 
entrusted and on whom it is exercised. If these requirements arc not satisfied, 
formal democracy, in the sense of majority rule, will lack the moral basis 
which alone can give it authority. 

To base democracy on ethical relativity is then to say that equality and 
freedom arc not principles which can be rationally defended bur general- 
ized desires or attitudes which happen to be felt by defenders of democracy 
but not by others. Now impulses and feelings are undoubtedly important 
elements in the moral life, since without them moral judgments would be 
powerless to affect action. The question is whether there arc such things as 
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rational impulses, that is impulses which stand the test of critical scrutiny. I 
find it difficult to believe that the striving for justice, for example, has no 
basis in reason or cannot be subjected to rational tests. The view that moral 
judgments are illusory is usually defended on two grounds. Firstly, it is 
argued moral judgments confuse assertions of a certain kind of fact— -the 
fact namely that certain individuals tend to experience emotions or desires 
in relation to certain classes of acts— with assertions of a non-factual kind, 
e.g. that certain classes of acts have value or disvalue, ought or ought not to 
be done. These latter, it is then argued, are not susceptible of empirical 
verification and the distinction between true and false does not properly 
apply to them. This is further strengthened by a second consideration which 
emphasizes the great variability of moral judgments and the difficulty of 
reaching agreement about them. Neither of these grounds seems to me to be 
valid. It is mere dogma to assume that no intuitions are important save 
those which have a sensory origin or that experience is limited to what is 
called “fact.” As to the variability of moral judgment, it is admitted by 
some relativists, such as Westermarck, that in many instances psychological 
and sociological reasons can be given which account for the variations 
and that these are compatible with the claim that universally valid moral 
judgments arc discoverable.^® I suggest that the problem of the causes of the 
variations in moral insight and in particular of the part played by ignorance 
or distortion of the relevant facts and the confusions of factual assertions 
with moral assertions proper deserves and requires much fuller investiga- 
tion than it has received. If we consider, for example, the variations in atti- 
tude towards the equality of the sexes or of races it will soon become ap- 
parent that the distortions of the relevant facts arc as difficult to remove as the 
divergence in moral outlook. In neither respect have we the right to abandon 
the task of rational inquiry. Similarly, the drive to punish crime has deep 
psychological roots and has expressed itself in many different forms, but this 
does not mean that one treatment of criminals is as good as another or that 
the problem is one of arbitrary choice or preference. From the fact that 
people differ either about facts or values and that it is difficult to get them 
to agree about cither, we arc not entitled to conclude that true judgments 
are unattainable without exploring the nature of the differences and the psy- 
chological and sociological factors which stand in the way of their removal. 

The problem thus suggested is of especial importance to-day. We are told 
by politicians and theologians alike that behind political conflicts there lie 
fundamental differences in moral outlook. The “realists,” on the other hand, 
tell us that morality has nothing to do with the matter, that the struggle is for 
power and not for moral ends. Yet the rival powers all speak in the name 
of morals and it is this more "Han anything else that is responsible for the 

“ Cf. Ethical Relativity, p. 196. 
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widespread moral scepticism of our age. Nevertheless the fact that moral 
principles can be distorted ideologically and used to justify^ rival causes 
docs not prove that there are no moral principles. Ideological diitbrtion* are 
well nigh as common and as difficult to dispel in the realm of fact as- in the 
realm of values. It is interesting in this connection to consider the differences 
in outlook that exist within the rival groups and not only those*' between 
them. The erstwhile communists who have recently discovered that their 
god has failed them were firm adherents of equality and freedom. They were 
willing for a time to sacrifice the one in favour of the other, in the hope that 
ultimately both would be secured. They have now learnt that what once 
seemed to them the only way to bring about economic and social equality ar 
distinct from political equality has entailed such terrible disasters that the at- 
tempted cure has been worse than the disease and have consequently re- 
turned to the democratic fold. Their conversion docs not turn upon a 
change of moral principle but is the result of what experience has taught 
them of the consequences inevitably resulting from dictatorial methods. I 
suspect that in many other casesy loo, political differences do not rest on 
differences regarding fundamental moral principles, but in so far as they 
have a moral basis at all, on difBerences in moral sensitiveness, imagination 
and sympathy. What may be called the liberal mind is characterised by 
an abhorrence of fanaticism, a greater readiness- to count the cost in terms 
of human happiness andt Human lives, a pcofoundcr awareness of the corrod- 
ing and dcnnoralizing effects of violence on those who employ it, qpite apart 
from its direct effect oi; those who suffer iron® it. The problem ia,.so to say, 
(me for the psychology rather than the logic of morals. It is not for wan* of 
admirable doctrine, as Shelley has warned usy that men hate andi despise and 
censure and deceive and subjugate one another. The difficulty is to give the 
“admirable doctrine” sufficient emodonal warmth to pervadh^ action. This 
however is not to say that the fundamental principles of morals- are es- 
tablished beyond doubt. Even if, as may be the case, there is wide agreement 
about ihc ultimate ends of conduct, there arc certainly different conceptions 
of the general form or way t)f life in accordance with which the ends arc 
graded or balanced. Further, we often lack the secondary principles or 
axionidtu media for making the transition from the ultimate ends to the 
detail of life. In the absence of these mediating links, it is easy for lofty prin- 
ciples to remain on a safe level of abstraction or to be used in justification 
of contradictory policies. The moral perplexity is increased by confusions 
between questions of fact and questions of values and by the difficulty of 
foreseeing the consequences of human interactions, especially in large scale 
societies. From tl\is point of view ethical thought stands to gain from the 
development of the social sciences. The deeper our knowledge of human 
needs and potentialities and of the laws of social interaction the greater is 
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the chance of increased insight into the nature of ideals. Theories of ethical 
relativity have proved utterly sterile in dealing with the problems of our 
age. The positive spirit is another matter. To it we owe the impetus to seek a 
basis for morality in human experience and to regard ideals, not as patterns 
laid up in heaven, but as rooted in fundamental needs and attainable by 
rational effort. 



Chapter If 


PSYCHOLOGY AND POLITICS 


The relations between personality structure and 
political process increasingly engage the attention of psychologists, psychia- 
trists, sociologists, and political scientists. The connection between person- 
ality and jHilitics is, in itself, no discovery of modern thought; one of the 
main assumptions of Plato, particularly in the Republic, is that constitutions 
do not grow at random “from stone to stone,’* but derive their existence and 
vitality from “those characters in the city which preponderate and draw the 
rest of the city after them.” Although Plato’s conception on the nature of 
man may seem out of date today, in some respects it shows a remarkable un- 
derstanding of the complexity of human personality. His psychological hy- 
potheses are weakest where his aristocratic, antidemocratic political outlook 
blocks an objective appraisal of reality, and where the antiscientific, mythical 
elements in his philosophy are reflected in his views on the nature of 
man. Yet, des[)ite these psychological imperfections, his political theory 
gained immensely from his realization that no study of state and society can 
be fruitful unless it is based on a systematic conception of man’s nature 
and motivations. In particular, Plato’s sense of the complexity of. social and 
political issues is anchored in the knowledge that they cannot be dealt with 
in isolation, and that they are ultimately human problems, infused with all 
the contradictory and irrational elements of man’s nature and existence. 

In modern political thought Rousseau was perhaps the last writer who 
was keenly interested in the totality of man rather than in his political be- 
havior alone. Like Plato, Rousseau was intensely concerned with education 
as a process of taming man’s irrational forces and transmuting them into 
socially desirable activities from which the state could derive stability and 
strength. After Rousseau, political thinking increasingly abandoned the 
older tradition of Platonic and medieval thought in which the nature of 
the state was related to the nature of man. The classical political doctrines 
since the late eighteenth century have generally assumed an oversimplified 
rationalistic conception of man without subjecting it to careful empirical 
analysis, and have proceeded to build a theory of state and society on the 
basis of such an assumption. Facts that do not seem to fit into the frame- 
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work of theory have been dismissed as extraordinary, abnormal, irregular, or 
contrary to reason. Intellectual failure to account for the causes and existence 
of irrational, aggressive, and destructive forces in human relations was in- 
evitably reflected in ineffectual methods for coping with such tendencies on 
the larger international scene. 

Although insight into the dynamic relations between personality and poli- 
tics is not new, only in the last fifty years have we begun to study them in an 
empirical manner, primarily because of the tremendous progress of clinical 
psychology and psychiatry. The single most important impetus to this study- 
stems from the work of Freud and the psychoanalytic movement which he 
initiated. Whereas pre-Freudian psychology virtually identified mental with 
conscious processes, Freud emphasized the essentially unconscious character 
of mental processes, the conscious processes being merely “isolated acts and 
parts of the whole psychic entity.” Freud was not a political philosopher, but 
a practicing physician, who developed his psychological theories out of his 
experience as a neurologist and psychiatrist. Yet as he gr6w older, he became 
increasingly absorbed in the study of archaeology, ethnology, anthropology, 
religion, folklore, and mythology, and he drew attention to the remarkable 
similarity in the mental development of the individual and that of the human 
race as a whole. Freud’s emphasis on the unconscious, irrational elements in 
human behavior first aroused a great deal of opposition, but later that op- 
position died down when it was understood that scientific analysis of these 
irrational forces has the effect of lessening their damaging effect: the more 
we progress in understanding the mechanisms and processes of these irrational 
forces, the more we may eventually succeed in rationally controlling them, 
or — failing to achieve completely such an ambitious goal — we may at least 
be able to lessen in a practical manner some of the harmful effects of irration- 
ality in everyday individual and collective behavior. 

The immense psychological complexity of eradicating war is the main 
theme of Sigmund Freud’s essay, “Thoughts for the Times on War and 
Death” (1915). When World War 1 broke out, many sensitive, civilized 
persons were shocked by the conduct of governments, armies, and individual 
combatants and civilians. Freud shows that the asocial impulses in man can 
be inhibited, repressed, or directed toward socially approved goals, but can 
never be completely eradicated. Civilization consists in the “ever-increasing 
transmutation of egoistic trends into social and altruistic ones,” but the in- 
tensity and success of this transmutation varies from individual to individual, 
from group to group. In some persons, the pattern of civilized conduct is 
stable; in others, such conduct is the result of outward conformity rather than 
inward acceptance. These two types oi persons must be clearly distinguishcu, 
and Freud writes that “we certainly misled by our optimism into grossly 
exaggerating the number of human beings who have been transformed in 
a civilized sense.” Freud is therefore not disillusioned about the behavior of 
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the belligerent nations in war, which “have not sunk so low as we feared, 
because they had never risen so high as we believed.” Those people, Freud 
says, who in normal times exhibit moral restraint only under pressure, live, 
psychologically speaking, “beyond their means,” whereas war gives them 
relief from such imposed moral conduct, and thus enables them to live, 
psychologically, “within their means.” 

Early in World War I, many people thought that imperial, militaristic 
Germany under Emperor William II had, particularly in her treatment of 
Belgium, sunk about as low as any portion of the so-called civilized human 
race could possibly do, Freud was the only major thinker early in this cen- 
tury who warned that man’s inhumanity to man as revealed in World War I 
was but a minor scratch on the surface and that much worse was still to 
come. He expressed this view, not because he was basically a pessimist, but 
because his psychological and psychiatric experience had taught him that the 
|)roicctivc layers of civilization are thin, and that the whole fabric of civilized 
society is much more frail and vulnerable than his contemporaries were then 
able to realize. The atrocities of Nazi Germany in her concentration camps, 
the systematic murder of millions of non-Ciermans in her extermination 
camps, the barbarities of imperial Japan against conquered Asian populations 
and against Allied prisoners-of-war during World War II, the record of 
Soviet slave labor camps and mass killings following the Great Purge in the 
1950’s, the harsh brutality inflicted upon American prisoners by their Com- 
munist ('hinese captors in the Korean war — all this subsequent evidence 
supports Freud’s thesis that such cruelty and savagery arc not an exceptional 
occurrence due to a particular characteristic of this or that nation, but that 
potentially every nation, every individual is capable of such conduct. Grad- 
ually wc begin to understand that civilization is not the normal way of life, 
occasionally assailed by the atavistic few, but that it is an exceptional condi- 
tion, maintained by the strong will and moral ethos of relatively few and 
constantly threatened by the primitive passions and destructive urges of the 
many. 

As the work of Freud began to make its impact felt, first in the field of 
psychiatry and later in broailcr areas, the need developed for a bridge which 
would link the methods and findings of psychoanalysis with the problems 
and tasks of the social sciences. A symposium on the Social Aspects of Psycho- 
Analysis, edited by Ernest Jones (1924), the leading British psychoanalyst, 
was one of the first attempts to examine the relations of Freudian ideas to 
the basic social studies; the chapter on “Psychoanalysis in .Relation to Politics” 
was contributed by M. D. Eder, one of the first British analysts. Following 
Freud, Eder stresses the point that psychoanalysis is no short cut to the un- 
derstanding of politics— much less a substitute for other approaches, such as 
economics, geography, history, and law — but that it supplements these other 
studies by treating [wlitical questions primarily from one viewpoint, that of 
the unconscious. The tole of the family in forming unconscious motivations 
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and patterns of behavior is paramount: “The relationship of the individual 
to his father, to his mother, and to their surrogates, to his brothers and sisters, 
forms not only the model for a primitive society but for ‘*uch a complicated 
structure as the governance of England.” The father becomes the unconscious 
ideal, and the allegiance to the father-ideal may later be transferred, to a 
political chief (“father of the country”) or to abstract ideals. Yet allegiance to, 
and identification with, the father is not the only tie between son and father; 
there is also a basic attitude of hostility toward the father, which exists side 
by side with that of devotion. The common bond of antagonism creates a 
mutual link of intense identification among brothers and sisters, and such 
identification can be transferred to larger groups, and, finally, to the people 
as a whole. 

The two basic political attitudes of conservatism and radical democracy 
closely reflect the two basic emotional attitudes of identification with the 
father, or, alternatively, of hostility toward him: the conservative transfers 
his idealization of, and identification with, his father to his sovereign and 
the persons connected with him, while hostility is felt toward the children 
who seek to overthrow the father, that is, the people. By contrast, the radical 
democrat derives his emotional dynamic from his identification with brothers 
and sisters, and his watchwords are therefore “Liberty, Equality, Fraternity.” 
Modern politics are filled with the conflict between the two basic emotional 
attitudes toward the father and toward authority as the father-symbol; in 
democracies, too, the cry for the strong man is heard from time to time, 
particularly in a crisis situation. “In the ultimate analysis,” Dr. Edcr writes, 
“the cry for the strong man is but the child’s cry for daddy and mummy to 
kiss the sore place and make it well again — for the soothing words of the 
magician who has power to charm away all the ills that affect us.” Eder 
shows how the conflict between man’s effort toward independence and re- 
sponsibility and his attachment to authority and father-symbols is at the root 
of many primary social, economic, and political issues, both national and 
international. 

Moreover, what complicates the striving for maturity and independence is 
the fact that the ousting of the father — a way of life based on an authori- 
tarian pattern of thought and action — often fails to lead to fraternity and 
equality, but merely inaugurates a new authoritarian system, as happened 
after the initial successes of the French and Russian revolutions. The inner 
contradiction of communism is particularly striking: communism promises 
the destruction of capitalist authoritarianism, after which the classless society 
of fraternal liberty is to be established, the state to wither away completely. 
Yet the reality of communist states shows that the abolition of capitalist 
authority is, in itself, no guara:uec of the establishment of a society based 
on liberty and equality, and that the paternalism of the communist police 
state is more oppressive than the restrictions and limitations of the economic 
and political systems that preceded it. 
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For several generations the imperfections of Western societies have been 
criticized on social, economic, and political grounds. Recently, as the more 
general study of human relations in their broadest context has developed, the 
attempt has been made to examine, not this or that particular symptom of 
social disease, but the whole phenomenon of the sick, disintegrating society 
and its relation to the unbalanced, distorted personality. This is the central 
issue in “Defeatism Concerning Democracy” (1941), by Franz Alexander, 
one of America’s foremost psychoanalysts and psychiatrists. Alexander con- 
cedes that psychiatrists deal with individuals, and not with political or na- 
tional groups. However, group relations are essentially the same as those 
between indiviouals, except for one striking difference: in their group rela- 
tionships “people show much less consideration for each other’s interests than 
in their personal dealings.” 

Alexander notes a gradation of conscience in human relations: it is strongest 
in dealings between individuals, weaker within groups of the same nation, 
ant! weakest between nations. Alexander defines conscience as that “portion 
of the human personality by which we identify ourselves with other people.” 
The more individuals feel that they share fairly and equitably in available 
benefits and opportunities, the higher will be their social conscience and their 
feeling of identification with the other members of the group. Conversely, 
if there arc deep cleavages of interest within a group, if some members feel 
that their vital interests arc disregarded, social peace and order may be vio- 
lated by the ensuing stresses and tensions, because the “effectiveness of social 
conscience gradually diminishes in proportion to the conflicts within the 
group.” 

While an ideally just solution of all social conflicts is impossible, the 
democratic way facilitates compromise through free cooperation. Totalitarian 
.societies do not allow such peaceful compromises, and their apparent unity 
conceals grave conflicts of interest. To preserve their prestige in the eyes of 
their own people whom they deprive of liberty and equality, totalitarian dic- 
tators must therefore continuously plan victories over their enemies, hold- 
ing out the enticing promise of conquest and loot to their own oppressed 
subjects. 

In the light of his psychoanalytic practice Alexander concludes that two 
factors menace^ above all, the prospects of democracy: the first is the latent 
regressive tendency toward dependence, and the second is economic insecurity. 
The first factor is subjective, emotional, and universal in the sense that every 
human being protests to some extent against growing up and wishes to con- 
tinue the existence in which someone else takes care of him. As man grows 
up, he is expelled from his Garden of Eden, and is driven into the cold 
world where he must struggle for himself. This emotional tendency toward 
dependence IS strengthened by an objective social phenomenon, economic 
insecurity: “Economic insecurity increases the flight from responsibility and 
independence and mobilizes the latent longing for parental care which every- 
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one carries in himself.” Totalitarian systems demand obedience, but offer 
their citizens security and the comforts of not having to make decisions and 
assume civic responsibilities. Totalitarianism appeals, therefore, to those who 
have never grown up emotionally, and who long to return to their infantile 
dependence and irresponsibility. There is empirical evidence to show that 
the early experience of authoritarianism in the family tends to condition in- 
dividuals toward the later acceptance of other forms of totalitarianism, be 
they political, social, economic, or religious. 

During and after World War II, the free nations learned the hard way that 
democracy, if it was to meet the challenge of totalitarianism, had to prove its 
efficiency, toughness, and resilience in the military as well as in the ideological 
field. Furthermore, the people of the free countries began to understand that 
democracy was more than a form of government which could be introduced 
or imposed from the outside, and that, in particular, the democratization of 
societies permeated with ancient and archaic totalitarian patterns of living 
would be a long and arduous process. Contributing to a symposium on ‘‘The 
Practicality of Democracy” (1945), Kurt Lewin, a leading German social 
psychologist who migrated to the United States from Germany after the 
advent to power of Hitler, examines the dynamic relations between group 
and individual in three alternative social environments: autocracy, democracy, 
and latssez jaire. Contrary to the prevalent view, Lewin shows that human 
relations should not be conceived as a continuum between strict authoritarian 
discipline at one end and maximum individual freedom at the other, but 
should rather be thought of in terms of a triangular configuration. As to 
leadership and organization, both are accepted by autocracy and democracy 
as necessary patterns of human relations. On the other hand, democracy and 
laisscz jaire have in common the vital element of shared experience in formu- 
lating group decisions. Democracy thus does not stand somewhere in the 
middle between authoritarianism and lawlessness. The democratic leader, in 
particular, is not a “soft” edition of the autocratic leader: “The democratic 
leader is no less a leader and, in a way, has no less power than the autocratic 
leader.” On the basis of controlled experiments with groups of children, as 
well as a wide range of experience in industry, Lewin arrives at the conclusion 
that the character and personality of the individual, at least as shown in his 
behavior, is rapidly and profoundly affected by a change in social atmosphere. 
Not only the degree of friendliness and aggressiveness changes under such 
circumstances, but also initiative and "laziness” vary with variations of the 
underlying social pattern. Specifically, so far as efficiency of tbe various group 
organizations is concerned, Lewin does not hesitate to affirm that a demo- 
cratic group with long-range planning surpasses both the autocratic and 
laissez-faire groups in creative in’uative and sociability. The key elements to 
be considered in seeking to transform a nondcmocratic group into a demo- 
cratic one are ideology, the character of its members, and the distribution of 
power within the group— specifically between leaders and members. No 
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single clement can be changed without altering the others and the balance 
between all three. Lewin thus shows the narrowness of conception of the 
“realist” who sees power as the sole factor in human relations, overlooking 
the weight of ideology, but he also warns against the believer in the “good- 
ness of human nature” who easily overlooks that ideology cannot be changed 
by preachment and indoctrination alone, but must be accompanied by changes 
in the distribution of power within the group. Finally, Lewin utters the im- 
portant warning that democratic behavior cannot be learned by autocratic 
methods. In the school as in the home, in the factory as in the church, the 
decisive thing is not the verbalization of democratic slogans and symbols, but 
the cjuality of the citizens' lives. 

The poverty of genuine democratic living in a society which may be for- 
mally and constitutionally committed to democratic government is the deeper 
cause of such nations’ fall into the abyss of out-and-out totalitariani.sm, as 
happened in (icrmany and Japan in the nineteen-thirties. One of the most 
original psychological interpretations of the deviations and aberrations of 
modern man from the path of freedom is to he found in Escape from Free- 
dom (19.41), by Erich Fromm. Strongly influenced by Freud, Fromm finds 
psychoanalysis too individualistic in its stress on the problems of satisfaction 
or frustration of instinctual needs. “The key problem of psychology,” Fromm 
writes, “is that of the sjiecific kind of relatedness of the individual toward 
the world.” Long before modern psychology, writers and poets saw in the 
loneliness of man one of the main driving forces of his existence. Fromm 
shows the political, economic, and cultural causes that make modern man 
feel small and helpless amidst the bigness in which he finds himself. Indus- 
trialism has destroyed many of the traditional institutions which had pre- 
viously made a person feel that he “belonged,” and the anonymity and 
impersonality of human relations resulting from increased urbanization have 
accentuated individual isolation and frustration. 

Fromm’s analysis of masochism and sadism as escape mechanisms from 
per.sonal insecurity dc.scrves the close.st attention, as it explains one of the 
mainsprings of the dynamics of totalitarian movements — of submissive fol- 
lowers and aiuhoritarian leaders. The traditional analysis of political dicta- 
torship has been, ami often still is, centered on the motivations of dictatorial 
leaders, driven by lu.st t)f power and sadistic cravings for domination. In that 
traditional political analysis, the followers and suhiects of a dictatorship are 
viewed exclusively as "victims," who just happen to fall into the misfortune 
ot oppressive rule. I’ronim performs a signal service in the study and under- 
standing of tutalitaiianism by .showing that its very existence depends on 
the desire of man\ persons to submit and obey, and the “phenomenon of 
masochism sluiws us that men can he drawn to the experience of suffering 
or suhmi.ssion.” Escape from Freedom deals mainly with the Fascist form 
of totalitarianism, hut there is little doubt that communism, too, appeals to 
those who long for certainty and submission. 
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The findings of psychologists and psychiatrists have more recently been 
supported by newly accumulated empirical data on the authoritarian person- 
sdity. The largest research project of its kind in history was set up in 1944 
in the United States, centered at the University of California at Berkeley 
and aided by research teams in other parts of the country. Over two thousand 
persons drawn from a wide variety of social strata were tested and inter- 
viewed by means of techniques and procedures developed by social psychol- 
ogists, psychiatrists, and psychometricians. The results of the cooperative 
enterprise, which was carried on for about five years, were published in the 
monumental work, The Autkofitarian Personality (1950), by T. W, Adorno, 
Else Frenkel-Brunswik, Daniel J. Levinson, and R. Neviit Sanford. The 
main conclusions of the study were summarized in a short essay, '‘Portrait of 
the Authoritarian Man” (1950), by Samuel H. Flowerman, one of the re- 
search directors of the project. 

Flowerman expresses perhaps the most incisive idea of his essay by stating 
that “the real menace to democracy is not the brutal dictator but the anony- 
mous man-in-the-crowd on whose support the dictator depends for power.” 
Without authoritarian personalities — going into the thous;inds and millions — 
there can be no authoritarian state. Analyzing rhe main elements that char- 
oKterize the authoritarian personality, Flowerman lists, on the liasis of the 
Barger study, the following qualities as essential: a tendency to conform com- 
pulsively to orthodox ideals and practices; emotional rigidity and limited 
imagination; strong loyalty to one’s own group (“in-group”) coupled with 
vehement dislike of outsiders (“out-group”); phony conservatism; and, 
finally, morall purism. The “herd-minded” (or “ethnocentric”) element in 
the personalty of the authoritarian is perhaps the most important,, although 
no single dement in itself constitutes the authoritarian type. As in earlier 
studies, the- role of the family in the formatioQ of basic attitudes, appears to 
be pi votak, although it must be understood^ that the family is no isolated and 
independbnt agpnt operating on its own.enevgy, but reflects the pvedominant 
social gpals aud values. The family is,, as it were, the psychological and 
cultural representative of society in relation to the child, teaching the child 
the fundamentals of what society considers right and wrong; and enforcing 
the prevailing code to the extent thafi it is feasible. For the child, the fam- 
ily is thus society in miniature — la\wv government,, and ethics in one small 
unit. 

No individual is ever completely authoritarian or democratic, just as no 
society is perfectly authoritarian or democratic. In each ease it is a question 
of extent and degree, although differences of quantity become, cvetttually, 
differences of quality. In the United States, about 10 per cent of the popula- 
tion arc authoritarian men and women, and another 20 per cent are poten- 
tially authoritarian. No similar large-scale empirical study has ever been 
undertaken in any other country, and it is therefore difficult to compare the 
American figures with others. 
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But it should be borne in mind— and this is a serious limitation of The 
Authoritarian Personality — its framework of authoritarianism was de- 
fined (as was natural in the middle 1940’s) by Fascism. Yet on the basis of 
subsequent psychiatric and psychological studies of Communists it is clear 
that they have emotionally and intellectually much in common with Fascists. 
The implicit and fundamental similarities between Fascist and Communist 
personality types outweigh the explicit political hostility between the totali- 
tarian systems of Fascist and Communist states. For a long time, particularly 
in the nineteen-thirties, many scholars and politicians made a sharp distinc- 
tion between Fascism and (Communism, largely because the former seemed 
more dangerous at the time. Yet popular folklore even then spoke of Com- 
munism as “Red Fascism,” thus expressing the deeper psychological and 
political truth that the nature of modern totalitarianism is fundamentally the 
same in all countries, regardless of differences in expressed aims. 


SIGMUND FREUD 


1. Why Men Wage War* 


Swept as we arc into tlie vortex of this war-time, our information one- 
sidetl, ourselves too near to focus the mighty transformations which have 
already taken place or arc beginning to take place, and without a glimmer- 
ing of the incht)aic future, we arc incapable of apprehending the significance 
«)t the thronging impressions, and know not what value to attach to the 
pidgcmcnts we form. We are constrained to believe that never has any event 
been tlestructivc of so much that is valuable in the common wealth of human- 
ity, nor so misleading to many of the clearest intelligences, nor so debasing to 
the highest that we know. Science herself has lost her passionless impar- 
tiality; in their deep embitterment her servants seek for weapons from her 
with which to contribute towartls the defeat of the enemy. The anthropologist 
is driven to declare the opponent inferior and degenerate; the psychiatrist to 
publish his diagnosis of the enemy’s disease of mind or spirit. But probably 
our sense of these immediate evils is disproportionately strong, and we arc 
not entitled to compare them with the evils of other times of which we have 
not undergone the experience. 

*(0)15): reprinted m Sigmund Freud, Collected Papers, Vol. IV (Hogarth Press, 1925). By 



PSYCHOLOGY AND POUTICS 6i 


The individual who is not himself a combatant — and so a wheel in the 
gigantic machinery of war — feels conscious of disorientation, and of an in- 
hibition in his powers and activities. I believe that he will welcome any in- 
dication, however slight, which may enable him to find out what is wrong 
with himself at least. I propose to distinguish two among the most potent 
factors in the mental distress felt by non-combatants, against which it is such 
a heavy task to struggle, and to treat of them here: the disillusionment which 
this war has evoked; and the altered attitude towards death which this — like 
every other war — imposes on us. 

When I speak of disillusionment, everyone at once knows what I mean. 
One need not be a sentimentalist; one may perceive the biological and psy- 
chological necessity of suffering in the economics of human life, and yet 
condemn war both in its means and in its aims, and devoutly look forward 
to the cessation of all wars. True, we have told ourselves that wars can never 
cease so long as nations live under such widely differing conditions, so 
long as the value of individual life is in each nation so variously computed, 
and so long as the animosities which divide them represent such powerful 
instinctual forces in the mind. And we were prepared to find that wars be- 
tween the primitive and the civilized peoples, between those races whom a 
colour-line divides, nay, wars with and among the undeveloped nationalities 
of Europe or those whose culture has perished — that for a considerable pe- 
riod such wars would occupy mankind; But we permitted ourselves to have 
other hopes. We had expected the great ruling powers among the white na- 
tions upon whom the leadership of the human species has fallen, who were 
known to have cultivated world-wide interests, to whose creative powers 
were due our technical advances in the direction of dominating nature, as 
well as the artistic and scientific acquisitions of the mind — peoples such as 
these we had expected to succeed in discovering another way of settling 
misunderstandings and conflicts of interest. Within each of these nations 
there prevailed high standards of accepted custom for the individual, to 
which his manner of life was bound to conform if he desired a share in 
communal privileges. These ordinances, frequently too stringent, exacted a 
great deal from him, much self-restraint, much renunciation of instinctual 
gratification. He was especially forbidden to make use of the immense ad 
vantages to be gained by the practice of lying and deception in the competi- 
tion with his fellow-men. The civilized state regarded these accepted stand- 
ards as the basis of its existence; stern were its proceedings when an impious 
hand was laid upon them; frequent the pronouncement that to subject them 
even to examination by a critical intelligence was entirely impracticable. It 
could be assumed, therefore, that the state itself would respect them, nor 
would contemplate undertaking any infringement of what it acknowledged 
as the basis of its own existence. To be sure, it was evident that within these 
civilized states were mingled remnants of certain other races ^^ho weie uni- 
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vcrsally unpopular and had therefore been only reluctantly, and even so 
not to the fullest extent, admitted to participation in the common task of 
civilization, for which they had shown themselves suitable enough. But the 
great nations themselves, it might have been supposed, had acquired so 
much comprehension of their common interests, and enough tolerance for 
the differences that existed between them, that “foreigner” and “enemy” 
could no longer, as still in antiquity, be regarded as synonymous. 

Relying on this union among the civilized races, countless people have 
exchanged their native home for a foreign dwelling-place, and made their 
existence de|KMKlent on the conditions of intercourse between friendly na- 
tions. But he wh(j was not by stress of circumstances confined to one spot, 
could also confer upf)n himself, through all the advantages and attractions 
of these civilized cf)untries, a new, a wider fatherland, wherein he moved 
unhindered and unsuspected. In this way he enjoyed the blue sea, and the 
grey; the beauty of the snow-clad mountains and of the green pasture-lands; 
the magic of the northern forests and the splendour of the southern vegeta- 
tion; the emotion inspired by landscapes that recall great historical events, 
and the sileitcc of nature in her inviolate places. This new fatherland was for 
him a museum also, filled with all the treasures which the artists among 
civilized communities had in the successive centuries created and left behind. 
As he wandered from one gallery to another in this museum, he could ap- 
preciate impartially the varied types of perfection that miscegenation, the 
course of historical events, and the special characteristics of their mother- 
earlli had produced among his more remote compatriots. Here he would 
fiiul a cool inrtexiblc energy developed to the highest point; there, the 
gracious art ol beautifying existence; elsewhere, the sense of order and fixed 
law — in short, any and all of the qualities which have made mankind the 
lords of the earth. 

Nor must we forget that each of these citizens of culture had created for 
himself a perstmal “Parnassus” and “School of Athens.” From among the 
great thinkers and artists of all nations he had chosen those to whom he 
conceived himself most deeply indebted for what he had achieved in enjoy- 
ment and comprehension of life, and in his veneration had associated them 
with the immortals of old as well as with the more familiar masters of his 
own tongue. None of these great figures had seemed to him alien because 
he had spoken another language — not the incomparable investigator of the 
passions of mankind, nor the intoxicated worshipper of beauty, nor the vehe- 
ment and threatening prophet, nor the subtle mocking satirist; and never did 
he on this account rebuke himself as a renegade towards his own nation and 
his bcloveil mother-longue. 

The enjoyment of this fellowship in civilization was from time to time 
disturbed by warning voices, which declared that as a result of long-prevail 
ing difierenccs wars were unavoidable, even among the members of a fellow- 
Shij> such as this. We refused to believe it; but if such a war indeed must be. 
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what was our imaginary picture of it? We saw it as in opportunity for 
demonstrating the progress of mankind in communal feeling since the era 
when the Greek Amphictyones had proclaimed that no city of the league 
might be demolished, nor its olive-groves hewn down, nor its water cut off. 
As a chivalrous crusade, which would limit itself to establishing the superi- 
ority of one side in the contest, with the least possible infliction of dire 
sufferings that could contribute nothing to the decision, and with complete 
immunity for the wounded who must of necessity withdraw from the con- 
test, as well as for the physicians and nurses who devoted themselves to the 
task of healing. And of course with the utmost precautions for the non- 
combatant classes of the population — ^for women who are debarred from 
warwork, and for the children who, grown older, should be enemies no 
longer but friends and co-operators. And again, with preservation of all the 
international undertakings and institutions in which the mutual civilization 
of peace-time had been embodied. 

Even a war like this would have been productive of horrors and sufferings 
enough; but it would not have interrupted the development of ethical re- 
lations between the greater units of mankind, between the peoples and the 
states. 

Then the war in which we had refused to believe broke out, and brought— 
disillusionment. Not only is it more sanguinary and more destructive than 
any war of other days, because of the enormously increased perfection of 
weapons of attack and defence; but it is at least as cruel, as embittered, as 
implacable as any that has preceded it. It sets at naught all those restrictions 
known as International Law, which in peace-time the states had bound 
themselves to observe; it ignores the prerogatives of the wounded and the 
medical service, the distinction between civil and military sections of the 
population, the claims of private property. It tramples in blind fury on all 
that comes in its way, as though there were to be no future and no goodwill 
among men after it has passed. It rends all bonds of fellowship between the 
contending peoples, and threatens to leave such a legacy of embitterment 
as will make any renewal of such bonds impossible for a long time to come. 

Moreover, it has brought to light the almost unbelievable phenomenon of 
a mutual comprehension between the civilized nations so slight that the one 
can turn with hate and loathing upon the other. Nay, more — that one of the 
great civilized nations is so universally unpopular that the attempt can actu- 
ally be made to exclude it from the civilized community as “barbaric,” al- 
though it long has proved its fitness by the most magnificent co-operation 
in the work of civilization. We live in the hope that the impartial decision 
of history will furnish the proof that precisely this nation, this in whose 
tongue we now write, this for whose victory our dear ones arc fighting, was 
the one which least transgressed the laws of civilization — but at such a time 
who shall dare present himself as the judge of his own cause? 

Nations arc in a measure represented by the states which they have 
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formed; these states, by the governments which administer them. The indi- 
vidual in any given nation has in this war a terrible opportunity to convince 
himself of what would occasionally strike him in peace-time— that the state 
has forbidden to the individual the practice of wrong-doing, not because it 
desired to abolish it, but because it desires to monopolize it, like salt and 
tobacco. The warring state permits itself every such misdeed, every such act 
of violence, as would disgrace the individual man. It practises not only the 
accepted stratagems, but also deliberate lying and deception against the en- 
emy; and this, too, in a measure which appears to surpass the usage of 
former wars. The state exacts the utmost degree of obedience and sacrifice 
from its citizens, but at the same time treats them as children by maintaining 
an excess of secrecy, and a censorship of news and expressions of opinion 
that renders the spirits of those thus intellectually oppressed defenceless 
against every unfavourable turn of events and every sinister rumour. It ab- 
solves itself from the guarantees and contracts it had formed with other 
states, and makes unabashed confession of its rapacity and lust for power, 
which the private individual is then called upon to sanction in the name 
of patriotism. 

Nor may it be objected that the state cannot refrain from wrong-doing, 
since that would place it at a disadvantage. It is no less disadvantageous, as a 
general rule, for the individual man to conform to the customs of morality 
and refrain from brutal and arbitrary conduct; and the state but seldom 
proves able to indemnify him for the sacrifices it exacts. It cannot be a matter 
for astonishment, therefore, that this relaxation of all the moral ties between 
the greater units of mankind should have had a seducing influence on the 
morality of individuals; for our conscience is not the inflexible judge that 
ethical teachers are wont to declare it, but in its origin is “dread of the com- 
munity” and nothing else. When the community has no rebuke to make, 
there is an end of all suppression of the baser passions, and men perpetrate 
deeds of cruelty, fraud, treachery ^nd barbarity so incompatible with their 
civilization that one would have held them to be impossible. 

Well may that civilized cosmopolitan, therefore; of whom I spoke, stand 
helpless in a world grown strange to him — his all-embracing patrimony dis- 
integrated, the common estates in it laid waste, the fellow-citizens embroiled 
and debased! 

In criticism of his disillusionment, nevertheless, certain things must be 
said. Strictly speaking, it is not justified, for it consists in the destruction of 
— an illusion! We welcome illusions because they spare us emotional distress, 
and enable us instead to indulge in gratification. We must not then com- 
plain tf now and again they come into conflict with some portion of reality, 
and arc shattered against it. 

Two things in this war have evoked our sense of disillusionment: the 
destitution shown in moral relations externally by the states which in their 
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interior relations pose as the guardians of accepted moral usage, and the 
brutality in behaviour shown by individuals, whom, as partakers in the 
highest form of human civilization, one would not have credited with such 
a thing. 

Let us begin with the second point and endeavour to formulate, as suc> 
cinctly as may be, the point of view which it is proposed to criticize. How 
do we imagine the process by which an individual attains to a higher plane 
of morality? The first answer is sure to be: He is good and noble from his 
very birth, his very earliest beginnings. We need not consider this any further. 
A second answer will suggest that we are concerned with a developmental 
process, and will probably assume that this development consists in eradicat- 
ing from him the evil human tendencies and, under the influence of educa- 
tion and a civilized environment, replacing them by good ones. From that 
standpoint it is certainly astonishing that evil should show itself to have such 
power in those who have been thus nurtured. 

But this answer implies the thesis from which we propose to dissent. In 
reality, there is no such thing as “eradicating” evil tendencies. Psychological 
— more strictly speaking, psycho-analytic — investigation shows instead that 
the inmost essence of human nature consists of elemental instincts, which are 
common to all men and aim at the satisfaction of certain primal needs. 
These instincts in themselves are neither, good nor evil. We but classify them 
and their manifestations in that fashion, according as they meet the needs 
and demands of the human community. It is admitted that all those instincts 
which society condemns as evil — let us take as representatives the selfish and 
the cruel — are of this primitive type. 

These primitive instincts undergo a lengthy process of development before 
they are allowed to become active in the adult being They are inhibited, 
directed towards other aims and departments, become commingled, alter 
their objects, and are to some extent turned back upon their possessor. Re- 
action-formations against certain instincts take the deceptive form of a 
change in content, as though egoism had changed into altruism, or cruelty 
into pity. These reaction-formations are facilitated by the circumstance that 
many instincts are manifested almost from the first in pairs of opposites, a 
very remarkable phenomenon — and one strange to the lay public — which is 
termed the “ambivalence of feeling.” The most easily observable and compre- 
hensible instance of this is the fact that intense love and intense hatred are so 
often to be found together in the same person. Psycho-analysis adds that the 
conflicting feelings not infrequently have the same person for their object. 

It is not until all these “vicissitudes to which instincts are subject” have 
been surmounted that what w^’ call the character of a human being is 
formed, and this, as we know, can only very inadequately be classified as 
“good” or “bad.” A human being is seldom altogether good or bad; he is 
usually “good” in one relation and “bad” in another, or “good” in certain 
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external circumstances and in others decidedly “bad.” It is interesting to 
learn that the existence of strong “bad” impulses in infancy is often the 
actual condition for an unmistakable inclination towards “good” in the adult 
person. Those who as children have been the most pronounced egoists may 
well become the most helpful and self-sacrificing members of the commu- 
nity; most of our sentimentalists, friends of humanity, champions of animals, 
have been evolved from little sadists and animal-tormentors. 

The transformation of “bad” instincts is brought about by two co-operat- 
ing factors, an internal and an external. The internal factor consists in an 
influence on the bad — say, the egoistic — instincts exercised by erotism, that 
is, by the human need for love, taken in its widest sense. By the admixture 
of erotic components the egoistic instincts are transmuted into social ones. 
We learn to value being loved as an advantage for which we are willing to 
sacrifice <Jthcr advantages. The external factor is the force exercised by up- 
bringing, which advocates the claims of our cultural environment, and this is 
furthered later by the direct pressure of that civilization by which we are 
surrounded. C>ivilization is the fruit of renunciation of instinctual satisfac- 
tion, and from each new-comer in turn it exacts the same renunciation. 
Throughout the life of the individual there is a constant replacement of the 
external compulsion by the internal. The influences of civilization cause an 
ever-increasing transmutation of egoistic trends into altruistic and social 
ones, and this by an admixture of erotic elements. In the last resort it may 
be .said that every internal compulsion which has been of service in the 
development of human beings was originally, that is, in the evolution of the 
human race, nothing but an external one. Those who are born to-day bring 
with them as an inherited constitution some degree of a tendency (disposi- 
tion) towards transmutation of egoistic into social instincts, and this dis- 
position is easily stimulated to achieve that effect. A further measure of this 
transformation must be accomplished during the life of the individual him- 
self. And so the human being is subject not only to the pressure of his im- 
mediate environment, but also to the influence of the cultural development 
attained by his forefathers. 

If we give the name of cultural adaptability to a man’s personal capacity 
for transformation of the egoistic impulses under the influence of the erotic, 
we may further affirm that this adaptability is made up of two parts, one 
innate and the other acquired through experience, and that the relation of 
the two to each other and to that portion of the instinctual life which re- 
mains untransformed is a very variable one. 

Generally speaking, we arc apt to attach too much importance to the in- 
nate part, and in addition to this we run the risk of overestimating the 
general adaptability to civilization in comparison with those instincts which 
have remained in their primitive state — ^by which I mean that in this way wc 
are led to regard human nature as “better” than it actually is. For there is, 
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besides, another factor which obscures our judgement and falsifies the issue 
in too favourable a sense. 

The impulses of another person are naturally hidden from our observa- 
tion. We deduce them from his actions and behaviour, which we trace to 
motives born of his instinctual life. Such a conclusion is bound to be, in 
many cases, erroneous. This or that action which is “good” from the civil- 
ized point of view may in one instance be born of a “noble” motive, in an- 
other not so. Ethical theorists class as “good” actions only those which arc 
the outcome of good impulses; to the others they refuse their recognition. 
But society, which is practical in its aims, is little troubled on the whole by 
this distinction; it is content if a man regulates his behaviour and actions by 
the precepts of civilization, and is little concerned with his motives. 

We have seen that the external compulsion exercised on a human being 
by his up-bringing and environment produces a further transformation to- 
wards good in his instinctual life — a turning from egoism towards altruism. 
But this is not the regular or necessary effect of the external compulsion. 
Education and environment offer benefits not only in the way of love, but 
also employ another kind of premium system, namely, reward and punish- 
ment. In this way their effect may turn out to be that he who is subjected to 
their influence will choose to “behave well” in the civilized sense of the 
phrase, although no ennoblement of instinct, no transformation of egoistic 
into altruistic inclinations, has taken place within. The result will, roughly 
speaking, be the same; only a particular concatenation of circumstances will 
reveal that one man always acts rightly because his instinctual inclination 
compels him so to do, and the other is “good” only in so far and for so long as 
such civilized behaviour is advantageous for his own egoistic purposes. But 
superficial acquaintance with an individual will not enable us to distinguish 
between the two cases, and we are certainly misled by our optimism into 
grossly exaggerating the number of human beings who have been trans- 
formed in a civilized sense. 

Civilized society, which exacts good conduct and does not trouble itself 
about the impulses underlying it, has thus won over to obedience a great 
many people who arc not thereby following the dictates of their own na- 
tures. Encouraged by this success, society has suffered itself to be led into 
straining the moral standard to the highest possible point, and thus it has 
forced its members into a yet greater estrangement from their instinctual 
dispositions. They arc consequently subjected to an unceasing suppression of 
instinct, the resulting strain of which betrays itself in the most remarkable 
phenomena of reaction and compensation formations. In the domain of sexu- 
ality, where such suppression is most difficult to enforce, the result is seen 
in the reaction-phenomena of neurotic disorders. Elsewhere the pressure of 
civilization brings in its train no pathological results, but is shown in mal- 
formations of character, and in the perpetual readiness of the inhibited in- 
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stincts to break through to gratification at any suitable opportunity. Anyone 
thus compelled to act continually in the sense of precepts which are not the 
expression of instinctual inclinations, is living, psychologically speaking, be- 
yond his means, and might objectively be designated a hypocrite, whether 
this difference be clearly known to him or not. It is undeniable that our 
contemporary civilization is extraordinarily favourable to the production of 
this form of hypocrisy. One might venture to say that it is based upon such 
hypocrisy, and that it would have to submit to far-reaching modifications if 
people were to undertake to live in accordance with the psychological truth. 
Thus there are very many more hypocrites than truly civilized persons — 
indeed, it is a debatable point whether a certain degree of civilized hypoc- 
risy be not indispensable for the maintenance of civilization, because the 
cultural adaptability so far attained by those living to-day would perhaps 
not prove adequate to the task. On the other hand, the maintenance of 
civilization even on so questionable a basis offers the prospect of each new 
generation achieving a farther-reaching transmutation of instinct, and be- 
coming the pioneer of a higher form of civilization. 

From the foregoing observations we may already derive this consolation 
— that our mortification and our grievous disillusionment regarding the un- 
civilized behaviour of our world-compatriots in this war are shown to be 
unjustified. They were based on an illusion to which we had abandoned 
ourselves. In reality our fellow-citizens have not sunk so low as we feared, 
because they had never risen so high as we believed. That the greater units 
of humanity, the peoples and states, have mutually abrogated their moral 
restraints naturally prompted these individuals to permit themselves relief 
for a while from the heavy pressure of civilization and to grant a passing 
satisfaction to the instincts it holds in check. This probably caused no 
breach in the relative morality within their respective national frontiers. 

We may, however, obtain insight deeper than this into the change brought 
about by the war in our former compatriots, and at the same time receive a 
warning against doing them an injustice. For the evolution of the mind 
shows a peculiarity which is present in no other process of development. 
When a village grows into a town, a child into a man, the village and the 
child become submerged in the town and the man. Memory alone can trace 
the earlier features in the new image; in reality the old materials or forms 
have been superseded and replaced by new ones. It is otherwise with the 
development of the mind. Here one can describe the state of affairs, which is 
a quite peculiar one, only by saying that in this case every earlier stage of 
development persists alongside the later stage which has developed from it; 
the successive stages condition a co-existence, although it is in reference to 
the same materials that the whole series of transformations has been fash- 
ioned. The earlier mental state may not have manifested itself for years, but 
none the less it is so far present that it may at any time again become the 
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mode of expression of the forces in the mind, and that exclusively, as though 
all later developments had been annulled, undone. This extraordinary plastic- 
ity of the evolution that takes place in the mind is not unlimited in its 
scope; it might be described as a special capacity for retroversion — ^for re- 
gression — since it may well happen that a later and higher stage of evolu- 
tion, once abandoned, cannot be reached again. But the primitive stages can 
always be re-established; the primitive mind is, in the fullest meaning of the 
word, imperishable. 

What arc called mental diseases inevitably impress the layman with the 
idea of destruction of the life of mind and soul. In reality, the destruction 
relates only to later accretions and developments. The essence of mental dis- 
ease lies in a return to earlier conditions of aifectivc life and functioning. 
An excellent example of the plasticity of mental life is afforded by the state 
of sleep, which every night we desire. Since we have learnt to interpret 
even absurd and chaotic dreams, we know that whenever we sleep we cast 
off our hard-won morality like a garment, only to put it on again next iTKM’n- 
ing. This divestiture is naturally unattended by any danger because we are 
paralysed, condemned to inactivity, by the state of sleep. Only through a 
dream can we learn of the regression of our emotional life to one of the 
earliest stages of development. For instance, it is noteworthy that all our 
dreams are governed by purely egoistic motives. One of my English friends 
put forward this proposition at a scientific meeting in America, whereupon 
a lady who was present remarked that that might be the case in Austria, 
but she could maintain for herself and her friends that they were altruistic 
even in their dreams. My friend, although himself of English race, was 
obliged to contradict the lady emphatically on the ground of his personal 
experience in dream-analysis, and to declare that in their dreams hig^ 
minded American ladies wcr« qinte as egoistical as the Austrians. 

Thus the transformations of instinct on which our cultural adaptability 
is based, may also be permanently or temporarily undone by the experiences 
of life. Undoubtedly the influences of war are among the forces that can 
bring about such regression; therefore we need not deny adaptability for 
culture to all who are at the present time displaying uncivilized behaviour, 
and we may anticipate that the refinement of their instincts will be restored 
in times of peace. 

There is, however, another symptom in our world-compatriots which has 
perhaps astonished and shocked us no less than the descent from their ethical 
nobility which has so greatly distressed us. I mean the narrow-mindedness 
shown by the best intellects, their obduracy, their inaccessibility to the most 
forcible arguments, their uncritical credulity for the most disputable assertions. 
This indeed presents a lamentable picture, and I wish to say emphatically 
that in this I am by no means a blind partisan who finds all ihc intellec- 
tual shortcomings on one side. But this phenomenon is much easier to ac- 
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count for and much less disquieting than that which we have just con- 
sidered. Students of human nature and philosophers have long taught us 
that we are mistaken in regarding our intelligence as an independent force 
and in overlooking its dependence upon the emotional life. Our intelligence, 
they teach us, can function reliably only when it is removed from the in- 
fluences of strong emotional impulses; otherwise it behaves merely as an in- 
strument of the will and delivers the inference which the will requires. Thus, 
in their view, logical arguments are impotent against affective interests, and 
that is why reasons, which in Falstaff’s phrase are “as plenty as blackberries,” 
produce so few victories in the conflict with interests. Psycho-analytic ex- 
perience has, if possible, further confirmed this statement. It daily shows that 
the shrewdest persons will all of a sudden behave like imbeciles as soon as 
the needful insight is confronted by an emotional resistance, but will com- 
pletely regain their wonted acuity once that resistance has been overcome. 
The logical infatuations into which this war has deluded our fellow-citizens, 
many of them the best of their kind, are therefore a secondary phenome- 
non, a consequence of emotional excitement, and are destined, we may hope, 
to disappear with it. 

Having in this way come to understand once more our fellow-citizens 
who arc now so greatly alienated from us, we shall the more easily endure 
the disillusionment which the nations, those greater units of the human race, 
have caused us, for we shall perceive that the demands we make upon them 
ought to be far more modest. Perhaps they are reproducing the course of 
individual evolution, and still to-day represent very primitive phases in the 
organization and formation of higher unities. It is in agreement with this 
that the educative factor of an external compulsion towards morality, which 
we found to be so effective for the individual, is barely discernible in them. 
True, we had hoped that the extensive community of interests established by 
commerce and production would constitute the germ of such a compulsion, 
but it would seem that nations still obey their immediate passions far more 
readily than their interests. Their interests serve them, at most, as rationali- 
zations for their passions; they parade their interests as their justification for 
satisfying their passions. Actually why the national units should disdain, 
detest, abhor one another, and that even when they arc at peace, is indeed a 
mystery. I cannot tell why it is. It is just as though when it becomes a question 
of a number of people, not to say millions, all individual moral acquirements 
were obliterated, and only the most primitive, the oldest, the crudest mental 
attitudes were left. Possibly only future stages in development will be able in 
any way to alter this regrettable state of affairs. But a little more truthfulness 
and upright dealing on all sides, both in the personal relations of men to 
one another and between them and those who govern them, should also do 
something towards smoothing the way for this transformation. 
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M. D. EDER 

2. PaychoaiuUysiM and PoRflef* 


The method I propose to adopt, and the point of view from which I set out, 
namely the application of the results derived from the study of individual 
psychology to sociological problems, and the possibility of understanding that 
the study of the unconscious may throw on political questions, run, I am 
painfully aware, in opposition to the views of some eminent sociologists and 
students of politics. 

Durkheim, for instance, states that ‘*the determining cause of a social fact 
must be sought in the preceding social facts, and not in the state of individual 
conscience.” ^ Laski claims that “politically we can be concerned not with the 
hidden motives but with the overt acts of men.” * 

It is however with the facts derived from the study of the individual who 
is a member of at least a small circle that I set out; and it is with the motives 
so carefully hidden that the individual is himself unaware of them, yet which 
so largely determine his activities, that I am concerned. 

If I go counter to certain views I can claim on the other hand that the stand- 
point of psycho-analysis is in accordance with the views of some modern so- 
ciologists. I remember how Prof. Geddes corrected me when I referred to 
him as Professor of Sociology at the University of Bombay. “No,” he said, 
“I am Professor of Sociology and Town-planning.” That is to say, practical 
life must be the guide for sociological principles. Now if, as I hope to show, 
psycho-analysis has some interest when applied to politics, it is because of 
its extremely practical nature. As you know, psycho-analysis began humbly 
enough as a branch of medical therapeutics. “By the inspiration of an in- 
genious mind, the apparently most insignificant facts become the. principle of 
considerable discoveries,”® as Le Play said in another connexion. From what 
seems to be mere psychological trifles, such as the motive and the meaning of 
a misquotation, a dream, a nervous symptom, Freud, that "esprit ingenieux,” 
has been impelled to a consideration of the meaning of our attitude towards 
general social and political questions. I shall adopt rather the Greek view of 
politics as embracing all activities of human association, but I warn you that I 
shall deal with these political questions from one point of view only, from 

* From Ernest Jones (ed.). Social Aspects of Psycho-Analysis (Williams and Norgate, 1924). 
By permission. 

* Emile Durkheim, Les regies de la methode sociologique (1895), p. 135. 

* Harold Laski, Authority in the Modern State (1919), p. 30. 

•Le Play, Les Oupriers europiens (1855), appendix, p. 281. 
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the standpoint of the unconscious. Sociology, biology, geography, history, 
law, economics, philosophy and other disciplines, I need not remind you, 
have all important bearings upon political questions. My treatment is confess- 
edly one-sided, but it is a side which has not much of a hearing. I do not think 
the Oedipus complex has yet appeared on a political platform; at all events, it 
has not yet become a party question. 

Furthermore I am afraid I must disappoint you by saying that although I 
firmly believe practical values may be some day reached as the result of the 
application of psycho-analysis to politics, I do not expect you to obtain any 
practical help from my discourse. At the end I shall not liave helped any one 
of you in your voting at the next election; perhaps you will even say that I am 
attempting to make confusion worse confounded. This is to some extent in- 
evitable, for in trying to solve one problem we usually find that we are con- 
fronted with a new set of problems of which we must first seek a solution; 
but indeed I am not here seeking a solution to any political problem, being 
solely concerned with the study of certain human associations from a purely 
scienfifir point of view, where the question of values or action is not under 
consideration. 

The importance that the family, demonstrated by Mr. Fliigel, is found to 
take in the moulding of the individual is an aspect with which the Sociologi- 
cal Society, lodged in Lc Play House, will certainly find no cause of com- 
plaint. Le Play writes: “I firmly hold that even those who refuse to consider 
the family as a direct creation of God, see in it at least a direct consequence of 
the natural laws established by Him.” * It is not surprising to find a genius 
like Lc Play making the family one of the triad in the genesis of societies; he 
reached his conclusions as a result of repeated observations. Compare Palcy’s 
remark that the “condition of human infancy prepares men for society, by 
combining individuals into small communities, and by placing them from 
the beginning under direction and control. A family contains the rudiments 
of an F^mpirc.” ^ 

Freud, anenher man of genius, arrived at a similar result — the Oedipus 
ct)mplex is, he says, a regular and most important factor in the relationship 
of the child to its parents: the Oedipus complex therefore displays the situ- 
ation of an individual in society, in a miniature society, namely in the family 
circle. But this grouping is the pattern upon which the affective relationship 
of all other groupings is modelled. When Mr. Laski a.sks “the psychologist to 
disclose the factors of human association,”* I can answer: they have been 
and are being disclosed; the factors of human association are the factors 
seen in the psycho-analytic survey of the family. The other day in an article 
headed “The Fourth Terror,” the Times quoted a Japanese proverb enumer- 

* Lc FIjy. Uorganttalion de la famillr (1884), p. 7. 

* Pa Icy, Moral and Political Philosophy (Complete Works, 1825). Vol. II, p. 280. 

* Laski, op. at., p. jj. 
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ating the four greatest terrors which Japan is called upon to endure: “earth- 
quakes, thunder, fire and too strict fatherly discipline.’’^ To the psycho- 
analyst the proverb does not seem quite so paradoxical as it did to the writer 
of the article. It is a recognition that the father plays as great a part in human 
destinies as does an earthquake. 

The relationship of an individual to his father, to his mother, and to their 
surrogates, to his brothers and sisters, forms not only the model for a primi- 
tive society but for such a complicated structure as the governance of Eng- 
land. Voltaire said that man had fashioned God in his own image; it would 
be nearer the mark to say, in the image of his father, i.c., of the ideal which 
is built up in the earliest years of childhood. “Identification,’’ says Freud, “is 
known to psycho-analysis as the earliest expression of an emotional tie with 
another person. It plays a part in the early history of the Oedipus complex. 
A little boy will exhibit a special interest in his father: he would like to grow 
like him, and be like him, and take his place everywhere. We may simply say 
that he takes his father as his ideal.” * I have pointed out elsewhere all that 
the father means in power, intelligence, wisdom to the infant and child. I do 
not think you will regard it as an exaggerated picture were one to say that 
in a child’s view the father is not only incapable of doing wrong but even of 
thinking wrong, he can never mean to do any improper thing; in him is no 
folly or weakness. 

Much of this is matter of everyday observation, but what psycho-analysis 
brings out is that this emotional relationship remains throughout life; I mean 
our relationship to other men is emotionally activated by the father-ideal. 
What occurs as we come more in touch with the external world, when the 
principle of reality develops, is the finding of surrogates for this ideal father. 
We discover that he is not all- wise, all-powerful, all-good, but we still need to 
find persons or abstractions upon which we can distribute these and similar 
attributes. By a process of fission these feelings arc displaced on to and may 
be distributed among a number of surrogates. The surrogates may be per- 
sons, animals, things or abstract ideas; the headmaster, the dog, the rabbit, 
the Empire, the Aryan race, or any particular “ism.” 

It is upon this ego-ideal that is formed the possibility of leadership, of lead- 
ers, then of the supreme leader, the king— the one who can, that is, who can 
do all, just as the father did in the child’s view. As the late J. N. Figgis main- 
tained in his “Essay on the Divine Right of Kings,” this theory gained cur- 
rency because it appealed to some of the deepest instincts of human nature. 
“It gathered up into itself notions of the sanctity of the medicine-man, of the 
priestly character of primitive royalty, of the divinity of the Roman Emper- 
ors, and perhaps of the sacredness of the tribunician power.” ® “It was essen- 

'TAe Timet (September 17, igaj). 

'Sigmund Freud, Group Psychology and the Analytit of the Ego (1922), p. 60. 

* 1 . N. Figgis, Divine Right of Kings, 2nd edn. (i9t4)> P- 256. 
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tially a popular theory, proclaimed in the pulpit, published in the market- 
place, witnessed to on the battle-field.” 

One of the typical disguises for father and mother in dreams is their ap- 
pearance as king, queen, kaiser, president; the dreamer himself appearing as 
the eldest son, the Prince of Wales, etc. For my present purpose I have only to 
point out the equation: king-father, father-king, i.e., the ideal we have taken: 
that is, the king stands for all. Let me repeat the description 1 have already 
quoted adding the first two words — ^it is of course Blackstone’s well-known 
formula: “The sovereign is not only incapable of doing wrong, but even of 
thinking wrong; he can never mean to do an improper thing; in him is no 
folly or weakness.” “ Put briefly, it is the maxim that the king can do no 
wrong, and its genesis is: My father can do no wrong. I am like my father— 

I can do no wrong. This ego-ideal splits off and is projected on to the father 
of his people — the king. The reverence that doth hedge a king is thus the 
reverence unconsciously paid to our ideal self. It must be borne in mind, as I 
have already said, that this feeling may be displaced on to a number of per- 
sons or ideas; there may be, so to say, many kings — many projections of the 
original identification, for, as Freud has pointed out, identification may arise 
with every new perception of a common quality shared with some other per- 
son who is not an object of the sexual instinct. 

Identification does not exhaust the emotional tie between father and little 
son. There is the basic Oedipus relationship, hostility to the father who stands 
in the way of the little boy, whose wish is therefore to get the father out of the 
way. This hostility comes into conflict with the ego-ideal, giving rise to the 
sense of guilt and remorse. To sociologists acquainted with Le Play’s work 
the idea will not seem very startling although, of course,- the permanence of 
the child’s attitude in adult life may be a new view. Le Play said that at each 
generation, society is menaced by a great invasion of little savages; the child 
is fundamentally and uniquely selfish”; against Rousseau he maintained 
that “the child is born evil”; or, as psycho-analysts might preferably express 
it, the child is not born with an ego-ideal. 

These conflicting relationships— tenderness, the wish to be like the father 
in every way, and hostility, the wish to be rid of the father, exist side by side. 
Just as we have seen the one tie, identification, spreading out and finding a 
number of partial substitutes, so we also find the second of the ambivalent 
emotions displaced on to one or more substitutes. Thus the hostility felt by 
the child towards the father may be preserved towards the father himself, 
and the tenderness displayed towards an uncle, teacher, the gardener, the 
dog, a collection of stamps or butterflies. The reversed case is also possible, 
but the former may be regarded as the ordinary course of development. 

Ihid., p. 3. 

*' Biat-^sione’s Commtntaries , 4th edn. (1876), Vol. I, p. 218. 

'* I.C Plav. Im R^forme Sociaie, p. 388. 
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For this fission of affects the British Constitution provides admirably. I 
think it was Mr. Zangwill who once said that it is a principle of the British 
Constitution that the king can do no wrong and his ministers no right. That 
is to say, the ambivalcncy originally experienced towards the father is now 
split; the sentiment of loyalty, etc., is displaced on to the king, the hostility on 
to the king’s ministers, or on to some of them, or on to the Opposition, the 
Labour Party, etc. The President of a Republic like the French is in much the 
same case, but in the United States the President seems to know no such 
softening of the primitive affect. 

Death at the hands of their subjects, which includes their sons, was the 
common fate of rulers in rude days, as it still is the fate of many savage royal- 
ties. Primitive people have all kinds of taboos which save the life of a king, 
and betray in the various ceremonies the underlying unconscious wish. 

Modern society has discovered the principle of election, and the vote to 
give expression to the subjects’ hostile feelings towards their rulers. Psycho- 
analytically an election may be regarded as the sublimation of regicide (pri- 
marily parricide) with the object of placing oneself on the throne; the vote is 
like a repeating decimal; the father is killed but never dies. The ministers arc 
our substitutes for ourselves. Hence the political axiom of the swing of the 
pendulum. 

In the United States the President comes in for the vituperation that is here 
reserved for the government in power. It is the Old Gang, the father, who 
must be got rid of. The rise and fall of President Wilson illustrates this typi- 
cally; for a time he was the projected ego-ideal of a large mass of American 
mankind; then came the surge of the parricidal impulses, and the President 
is hurled from power with every expression of ignominy. 

The behaviour of the elected oi representative politician betrays many 
characteristics derived from the family. For example, during the time- that 
I filled a political role in Palestine I noticed in myself (and in my colleagues) 
the satisfaction it gave me to have secret information, knowledge which 
must on no account be imparted to others. Of course good reasons were al- 
ways to be found: the people would misuse the information or it would de- 
press them unduly and so on — pretty exactly the parent’s attitude about im- 
parting information, especially of a sexual nature, to the children. Indeed 
when our secret information was common knowledge we still tried to keep 
it to ourselves, just as we do with our children, though we have ourselves 
been through the same schooling. 

At the back of secret diplomacy, trade secrets, and indeed the whole rela- 
tionship of the official to the non-official, there rests this father-child affect. 
This also serves to explain the p«»ssicn a’-pused in former days by any pro- 
posed extension of the franchise, let me illustrate it by a quotation from one 
of the less demonstrative politicians. Macaulay in his speech on the People’s 
Charter, May 3rd, 1842, said: “My firm conviction is that in our country uni- 
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vcrsal suffrage (i.c. manhood suffrage) is incompatible not with this or that 
form of government and with everything for the sake of which forms of gov- 
ernment exist, but that it is incompatible with poverty, and that it is conse- 
quently incompatible with civilisation.” I am not giving the analysis of the 
fx)litician, or it would have been tempting to undertake an explanation of 
what “property” meant to Macaulay the bachelor. 

In this opposition to the extension of male suffrage, in this objection to al- 
lowing others to share in our private knowledge or privileges, we can recog- 
nise a sentiment having as its emotional disposition the original jealousy of 
the father towards his male offspring. We know how closely guarded from 
the cliildrcn is, among primitive men, sexual knowledge, the appanage of 
the adult; in most savage tribes the youth have to undergo a series of cere- 
monies at intitiation in which painful rites inflicted by the elders are promi- 
nent, rites which express in their veiled form the more barbarous practices of 
early man. 

Like any primitive savage, a Macauley, now an elder himself, will keep 
out the rest, resents any sapping of his power. Notice that Macaulay’s op- 
position is especially aroused towards those who may approximate to himself, 
towards English Protestants. To those whose sentiments may be regarded as 
more widely separated from his own there is no opposition. He is the advo- 
cate of C'atholic and Jewish suffrage rights — these are no children of his and 
arouse no fierce jealousy. 

'Phai this jealousy of the fathers towards their male children, unconscious 
in part or wholly so, is one of the causes of war, seems not to have escaped the 
notice <»f the youth of this age — at least of some of the more sensitive among 
them, poets and novelists. War, with its special death-roll among the young, 
fulfils the desire ot the old men for the removal of their lusty rivals; the war 
mcmonals, the cenotaphs arc not only monuments raised in expiation of the 
old people’s sins, but are also survivals of days when it was feared that the 
ghosts of the killed, taking material shape, would revenge themselves on 
the living; these monumental erections will prevent the dead arising. 

Of course this young generation will in turn become the fathers, and in 
their turn, standing in fear of their sons, will seek the gratification of their 
unconscious wishes. Hut I attach some importance to the recognition, how- 
ever incomplete, and allied as it is with other unconscious emotions, of the 
motives of the father’s jealousy as a cause of war. It is one of the methods, it 
seems to me, by which changes may come about in the organisation of society. 
Broadly speaking, we find that social changes arc brought about by external 
pressure — geographical, economic and so on, so that whilst the forms change 
there is not a corresponding change in the psyche. Freud says: “What to- 
day arises from within was once a compulsion from without, perhaps im- 
{■KKsed by the necessity of the time. The demands made to-day by the external 

'* Muijulav's Sperthes (Popular Kditiun, 1889), p. 626. 
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world upon every child may some day be fulfilled by some simple repression 
from within.” But it may be that among those compulsions from without will 
be included at some future time a reformation inspired by an understanding 
of and a power to deal with such unconscious reactions as I am now alluding 
to. Probably you will think me rather presumptuous if I suggest that psycho- 
analysis may be the precursor of another regulator; the individual learns 
how he shall grow to independence through his experiences in the psycho- 
analytic laboratory; and it seems not inconceivable that at some future period 
much of what is now unconscious may become conscious material, allowing 
mankind to deal with it in the same way as do a few analysed individuals to- 
day. This would mean greater changes in human nature than our written 
records can show. 

This is speculation: I will now return to my politics. In the Conservative 
the tender tie towards the father is preserved in loyalty to the sovereign and 
to those persons identified with him, whilst hostility is felt towards the chil- 
dren (including himself) who arc seeking to overthrow the father, usurp his 
place, i.e., the People. Hobbes laid it down that “originally the Father of 
every man was also his Sovereign Lord with power over him of life and 
death.” Paley says sovereignty may be termed absolute, omnipotent, uncon- 
trollable, arbitrary, despotic and as alike in all countries.^® 

Whether this is historically accurate or not is for my purpose tonight indif- 
ferent; I quote it for its psychological truth; Paley ’s statement is but an echo 
of the father’s significance to the son. I do not maintain that this is the only 
mode of genesis. Conservatism can arise also as a reaction formation against 
hostility towards the father. 

The common bond uniting the children in antagonism to their parents is 
a matter of daily observation; it may unite the children of one family or a 
group of children; it is the theme of innumerable novels; it is seen later in any 
assembly of people where there are children-substitutes : in the committee 
and unofficial members of clubs, etc. This bond is found in later life as a de- 
sexualised, sublimated homosexual relationship with other men (and women) 
springing from work in common. I have pointed out that the emotional af- 
fect can be displaced on to abstract conceptions or ideas just as readily as on 
to something concrete. Identification with the other children of the family or 
little friends can become in adult life identification with people, with de- 
mocracy, with a quasi deification of the people. As Dr. Glover said, the child 
says: “If I cannot be first favourite, then none of the other children shall be”; 
“justice for me,” becomes “justice for all,” “equal rights for us all,” and we 
get the famous slogan: “Workers of the world, unite, you have a world to 
gain, you have nothing to lose but your chains.” 

It is the affect arising from thio hostility of the children towards the father 

“Hobbes, Leviathan (Everyman Edition), p. 182. 

“Paley, op. at., p. 314. 
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(the possessor) that gives force to the abstract conception of the class-war. 
Then arises another father, another god : “The voice of the people is the voice 
of God”— an instance of what Ferenezi calls the infantile happy condition 
of omnipotence. This idea of the children against the father, carried on from 
childhood’s relationships, is well expressed in the motto of the French Re- 
public: Libertc, Egalite, Fraternite: Freedom from the tyrannical father, who 
monopolises everything; we band of brothers will share and share alike. It is 
eloquently expressed in Lincoln’s famous Gettysburg speech: “This nation, 
under God, shall have a new birth of freedom, and that the government of 
the people, by the people, for the people, shall not perish from the earth.” 
Whereas then, for the Conservative the dynamic is derived from identifica- 
tion with the father, in the Radical or Democrat it is derived from identifica- 
tion with brothers and sisters. 

The impermanency of such a revolt on the part of the band is seen in the 
French Reign of Terror, which offers in this particular a striking contrast 
with the Russian Revolution. 

Louis XVI was executed on Jan. 21, 1793; Marat was assassinated on July 
137 1793; Hebert was executed on March 24, 1794; Danton was executed on 
April 5, 1794; Robespierre on July 28, 1794. Thus in the eighteen months 
after the death of the King four of the revolutionary leaders had met their 
deaths by violence. It is now six years since the Bolshevik Revolution took 
place (Oct. 1917) and we find the original leaders still in power. I do not 
think any prominent Russian revolutionary leader has been assassinated or 
executed since the Czar was killed. Psycho-analysis offers a hint as to one fac- 
tor in this difference. When I was in Russia in the winter of 1920-21 I could 
not but be struck by the large number of busts of Karl Marx everywhere dis- 
played, by the prodigal array of quotations from his works; that bust with 
the flowing beard, you may remember, got on the nerves of Mr. H. G. Wells. 
What did the French Revolutionists set up? Statues of Liberty, Reason, Na- 
ture. The Russian leaders, although they had killed their father the Czar, 
found another father, Marx, to worship; that he was dead was unimportant 
— in the unconscious the dead are no less powerful forces than the living. 

The French revolutionary leaders found no common father; as each 
emerged from the band in the attempt to make himself supreme leader, to 
become the Old Man, the Sire, the band must destroy him; Quality and Jus- 
tice for all, just as in the nursery. These attempts to establish the rule of a band 
of brothers on the basis of equality of powers fail, and the people fall back 
again on a father — Napoleon who receives the worship of a god and the 
vilification of a devil — ^god and devil being both facets of father-worship, the 
extensions of the original ambivalent feelings of love and hate. 

The peculiar horror which regicide has always inspired we understand 
when we know it as the fulfilment of a wish, namely parricide, that was ever 
buried in the unconscious. Is the extraordinary fear which some regicides ex- 
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perience, e.g., Cromwell, the expression of a desire to be killed? Crom- 
well, himself now ruler-king-father, is intolerable to the son of his father. 
This splitting of the personality is familiar enough to us in individual psy- 
chology but its possible application to Cromwell 1 must leave to some stu- 
dent of history. 

The investigation of individual cases will, of course, bring to light more 
than one determinant; an interesting example in point is that of a social re- 
former like Lord Shaftesbury, the seventh earl. From earliest childhood he 
was in conflict with a tyrannical, forbidding father, and the subject of his 
mother’s neglect. The headmaster of the school to which he was early sent 
was, according to all accounts, inhuman and brutal. Neither at school nor at 
home did he obtain the common necessaries of life. There was, says one of 
his biographers, neither joy in going back to school nor joy in coming home, 
where he was often left with insufiicient food. It is easy to see the narcissistic 
projection in this champion of children, the Chairman of the Ragged Union, 
the reformer of asylums. There was another determinant; a question was 
asked of Mr. Fliigel as to the results of a child’s being brought up by a nurse. 
Now the sole person who seems to have bestowed any love on this unfortu- 
nate son of an earl was his mother’s old maid. Until the day of his death Lord 
Shaftesbury wore a watch which this maid had left him in her will. His love 
for this woman of inferior station finds expression in adult life in his efforts 
to amend the lot of the oppressed, the lowly, the humble, but he does not 
throw in his lot with them, he remains always faithful to his role of protector, 
of master, nor apparently could his complexes allow him to regard an inde- 
pendent working-class with complacency — as you probably know he was an 
opponent of the Education Acts. 

Much reforming zeal is genetically related to similar reactions in child* 
hood. The desire to defend the oppressed, to protect the weak or inferior in 
rank may be the outcome of some such motive as the one I have mentioned. 
Jealousy felt towards a younger child, such fratricidal impulses as cited by 
Mr. Fliigel, come under the subjugation of the ego-ideal impulses, with feel- 
ings of remorse, of guilt, as a reaction formation there ensues solicitude for 
the younger child, regarded as the victim of parental discipline, and in later 
years these emotions are radiated on to other persons, on to all who are op- 
pressed, on to the general class of the “under-dogs.” 

The role of protector is also derived from the phantasy of protecting the 
mother against the onslaughts of the father, for coitus is often regarded by 
the child as a brutal attack on the part of the father against the mother. 

The other side of the Oedipus complex, the boy-child’s relationship towards 
the mother, his wish for union with her, for return to the maternal womb, 
undergoes partial sublimation in social life. It finds expression in attachment 
to the earth, the land, the motner-country, home; the “Heimwch” of the 
Swiss, or the Scot, the pious Jew’s desire for burial in Palestine, the agitation 



Ho PHILOSOPHY, PSYCHOLOGY, AND POUTICS 


over the proposed removal of Gen. Oglethorpe’s remains, are instances of this 
emotional tic which arc fraught with potential political consequences. It is a 
factor that must not be overlooked in any serious consideration of emigra- 
tion and of the exodus from the country-side in to the town. The earth is fa- 
miliar as the symbol of the mother; as Eve, Mother-Earth. Richard Jeffries 
in “The Story of my Heart” describes this influence when “lying down on 
the grass I thought of the earth’s firmness— I felt it bear me up; through the 
grassy couch there came an influence as if I could feel the great earth speak- 
ing to me.” Is this exodus from the country-side an attempt to get away from 
the more primary sexual attraction and to fall back in the city upon aim- 
restricted sexual impulses.^ 

How these impulses affect politics when the sovereign is both father and 
mother is well seen in the cases of Queen Elizabeth and Queen Victoria: note 
the loyalty, veneration and love extended to the latter after the death of the 
Prince (Consort, when there is no rival to dispute the unconscious wish to pos- 
sess the supreme earthly mother; if that wish is impossible of fulfilment, then 
no one shall possess her — she shall remain perpetual widow, fulfilling at once 
various unconscious phantasies of the Virgin Queen, the Virgin Mother, the 
ultimate wish-phantasy of every male. 

Besides the major forms of such hostility towards the father (authority) 
as seen in the rebel and revolutionists, we may notice all kinds of minor symp- 
toms. It is a partial explanation of smuggling, of evading the income-tax, of 
cheating a railway company, etc. On the other side we see the need of the fa- 
ther in the call for the strong man, for the return of the omnipotent being of 
our childhood, with his magical control over watches, able to emit clouds 
from his mouth and nose. In the ultimate analysis the cry for the strong man 
is but the child’s cry for daddy and mummy to kiss the sore place and make it 
well again — for the soothing words of the magician who has power to charm 
away all the ills that affect us. 

As a derivative from the hostility to the father we may note the heat with 
which the question of a sovereign state or of a pluralistic state is being dis- 
cussed at this moment. 1 will not embark upon an analysis of the Regional 
Movement which is one form, but stop for a moment to call attention to this 
tendency to set up counter authorities to Parliament. It is found in such 
mt)vcmcnts as the national guilds, trade unionism, the claims of the different 
churches to control of their adherents. The pluralistic state, if I understand 
the conception correctly, is no return to mediaevalism,. for then the authority 
of the Church was paramount in Europe. It is significant that a churchman, 
the late Dr. J. N. Figgis, should have been one of the most original and pow- 
erful adviK-ates of this doctrine, demanding at the least, increased authority 
for associations that are to be ultimately co-equal with Parliament. “We are 
in the midst of a new movement,” writes Mr. Laski, “for the conquest of self- 
government. It finds its main impulse in the attempt to disperse the sever- 
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cign power.” This movement has become vigorous at a period which sees 
the return of women to authority in the affairs of the state. I would regard it 
as suggestive of the growing influence of what I have called the Band of 
Brothers, a decline in the authority of the father. 

It is noteworthy in the United States that law has taken the place of all 
other authorities; there is almost a “divine right” of the constitution; the’ 
work of the framers, of the elders, must not be touched. This is but another 
instance of the need mankind seems still to feel for a father, for some final 
authority. The majesty of the law received very great reverence in England, 
which prides itself on its respect for precedence; but I take it the existence of 
a monarch to some extent weakens the position of the law: I am speaking, 
of course, entirely of the non-rational side. 

I will return to a current political issue which demonstrates the same forces 
at work. When you are told in England that those who are in favour of that 
economic system known as Free Trade are in league with the enemies of 
England and the Empire; or that the advocates of Protection are seeking for 
selfish ends to tax the working man’s breakfast, it does not require a psychol- 
ogist to conclude that there are here emotions engaged which are apart from 
economic considerations. The chosen banners. Protection and Free Trade, 
give an indication of the underlying motives. The home industries must be 
protected from outside interference, at all events they must be safeguarded 
in their youth until they are strong enough Jo be resistant to the onslaughts 
of the stranger. This is one of the attitudes of the parent towards his chil- 
dren; the father and mother will watch over the children, in the interests of 
the child; for the child is but a projection of ourselves. Protection is, as one 
would expect, a Conservative tendency. It is worth passing notice that Mr. 
Joseph Chamberlain was a free trader in his republican and radical days; it 
was when he had found a father — the Empire — which gave him a political 
fatherhood, that he became the advocate of protection; the father’s children 
must be looked after and helped. 

Cohden and the early free traders were all rebels against the political au- 
thority of their day. They were seeking a means to rid themselves of the in- 
fluence of authority, of their fathers. Trade and industry, i.e., themselves, 
must be freed from the trammels of the State, i.e., of authority, of the father. 
In their hostility towards State interference they had to find a surrogate upon 
which they could bestow their tender emotions and they found it in the idea 
of Free Trade. 

The conclusion to which one seems drawn is that hitherto the band of 
brothers does not easily exist without a father; they become like 

Sheep without a shepherd 
When the snow shuts out the sky. 

’* Laski, Foundatiom of Sovereignty (1921), p. 243. 
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The study of the psychology of the individual has taught us how severe a 
struggle it is for him to rid himself of the father, to rid himself in such a way 
that his conduct is not inspired either by a positive or a negative emotional 
attitude. In the social organisation there appears a similar struggle or inde- 
pendence, and though the father is often cast out he returns to power in de- 
vious ways — the constitution, law and order, Das Kapital and many various 
similar examples. 


FRANZ ALEXANDER 


3. DefealUm Concerning Democracy* 


It would seem that in these troubled days not only the social scientist, but 
even the general public is beginning to turn toward psychiatry as a potential 
saviour. It is becoming a truism that the physical sciences failed in increasing 
human happiness, and their main contribution was to supply more and more 
deadly weapons to be used by human destructiveness. It has become a com- 
monplace that the mastery of physical nature is more a curse than a blessing 
in the hands of men who are ignorant concerning their own personality 
and human relationships. The discrepancy between the development of the 
physical sciences on the one hand and psychology and social sciences on the 
other is, in great part, responsible for the disasters we are witnessing at pres- 
ent. Man, blind and ignorant about the dynamic principles of social life, 
would be better off without a chemistry which produces poison gas and dy- 
namite,. without a technology which enables him to destroy others from the 
air and allows him to replace bow and arrow with machine guns. Finally, 
man, incapable of constructive social life and utilizing his scientific knowl- 
edge primarily for subjugation and exploitation of his fellow man, does not 
deserve this knowledge. 

While the masses still proudly and unwittingly enjoy the blessings of tech- 
nical advancement — their radios, automobiles, pullman cars and airlines — the 
more contemplative men of learning, publicists and philosophers, psycholo- 
gi.sts, social scientists and educators arc becoming more and more concerned 
abi)ut the one-sided developments of the last three centuries which led to our 
top-heavy technical civilization and did not contribute in the least to the im- 
provement of human relationships. 

• IJte .Imcncan fournal of Orthopsychiatry. Vol. XI (October, 1941). By pernnssion. 
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All this became a commonplace and is being reiterated in eloquent phrases 
again and again. The recognition of the dangers which came from this gap 
between the natural and social sciences lead to two kinds of conclusion. One is 
a mistrust and defeatist antagonism against the natural sciences, the other is 
a constructive emphasis upon the need for the study of personality arid hu- 
man relationship. Fortunately, the first of these reactions made little impres- 
sion upon contemporary thought. The sensational but naive attacks of a 
young philosopher against modern materialism and scientism caused more 
amusement than resentment. His admonitions to return to medieval obscur- 
antism and to substitute for critical scientific thought the scholastic dogma- 
tism of Thomas Aquinas docs not seem to impress even his own students. 
Even though an occasional educator may turn emotionally against the scien- 
tific spirit of our times, this neo-scholastic trend in one of the great American 
universities is an isolated occurrence. These educators obviously lost their 
faith in science. They consider the development of Western Civilization since 
the Renaissance a blind alley and want to return to the prescientific era of 
European culture. Witnessing man abuse his scientific mastery of natural 
forces makes these confused educators conclude that science, or at least the 
scientific spirit, carries the blame. They overlook the fact that we have not too 
much, but too little, of scientific enlightenment; that the critical, empirical 
attitude of the natural sciences must now be extended to the field of person- 
ality research and the social sciences in order to achieve the same mastery of 
our own self and our social relationships that we have acquired over the 
forces of inanimate nature. Their isolated and vain attempt to return to me- 
dieval obscurantism is a mixture of confusion and juvenile and provocative 
sensationalism and does not require further attention. This cultural and edu- 
cational detour is helpful in one respect: through its fallacy it brings into 
sharp relief the more constructive trend, the desire to introduce the scientific 
method into the study of personality and human relationships — a field which, 
until the last forty years, has been approached only by philosophical specula- 
tions and lifeless generalizations. 

After Freud opened the way for an empirical study of personality and 
human relationships, psychiatry came into position to study those phenomena 
which stubbornly resisted the traditional approach by the microscope. The 
methods and principles of dynamic psychology aeated an entirely new field 
of science— a science of human relationships. It was soon discovered that not 
only are the gross symptoms of insanity the manifestations of irrational psy- 
chological processes, but that in all human relationships intellect has a subor- 
dinate role compared with the force v>f blind and irrational emotions. I call 
these emotions irrational because their gratification docs not serve the in- 
terest of the individual, but may often cause self-destruction. It was also soon 
understood that social life requires a great amount of renunciation from the 
individual — renunciations which arc opposed by self-centered emotional 
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tendencies. It is not so difficult to sit down and work out from the armchair 
a rational world order which gives the maximum security and gratification 
of each person. It became obvious that what opposes the creation of such a 
rational world order of peace is primarily not lack of intelligence, but the 
rule of irrational emotions over the intellect. 

Sensing these facts, people today often speak of war as a kind of group 
psychosis. Its irrational nature makes this comparison persuasive. The irra- 
tionality of mutual destruction in the face of plenty becomes especially obvi- 
ous when one tries to formulate war aims. The answers are rationalizations 
so thin that even the most naive is not fooled by them. 

In the face of the present wholesale manifestation of irrational forces, all 
eyes turn for explanation toward psychiatry, the science of irrational human 
behavior. Can psychiatry live up to these expectations? The psychiatrist deals 
with individuals and not with political or national groups. However, groups 
consist of individuals and group relationships follow the same psychological 
principles as those which govern the relationship of individuals to each other. 
There are, naturally, extremely im{)ortant quantitative differences. The most 
striking difference is that in their group relationships people show much less 
consideration for each other’s interests than in their personal dealings. Two 
fx)litical leaders, exponents of two antagonistic groups, may violently and 
aggressively attack each other in a public meeting, and five minutes later they 
may have a friendly drink together at a neighboring bar. The excuse of fight- 
ing for a public cause allows the reckless expression of hostile impulses which 
arc otherwise checked by conscience. This same dynamic fact holds in a tre- 
mendously exaggerated fashion for international relations. In civilized na- 
tions, actual physical injury or killing of a political opponent is still a crimi- 
nal act. Only in times of social disorganization, such as civil wars, killing 
becomes an accepted means of settling conflicting interests. While civil war is 
an exceptional occurrence in the life of nations, war among nations is the 
usual means of settling international conflicts. It is noteworthy, however, that 
even in such cases a certain amount of excuse for one’s conscience is needed. 
The alibi given is the belief that the enemy threatens life and property. Even 
Russia claimed attacking the Finns in self-defense. That leaders use such 
prop;iganda to liberate their soldiers’ consciences for killing shows that the 
average person needs an inner Justification to destroy other human beings. 
This shows that the inhibitig force of social conscience is a dynamic force 
to be reckoned with and before a man can be transformed from a peaceful 
human being into a warring soldier, his conscience must somehow be per- 
suaded that he acts in self defense. Unfortunately, as soon as a war has 
started the excuse of killing for self defense becomes only the too tragic 
reality. After a war has started each party tries to destroy the other and war 
becomes legitimate self-defense for both sides. The fury of human aggres- 
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sions is liberated and the destructive business has to be carried out to its bitter 
end. 

This gradation of moral inhibitions is indeed very impressive. They are 
strongest between individual and individual, weaker within conflicting 
groups within a nation, and weakest in international relationships. This leads 
to the conclusion that in order to improve group relationship we must under- 
stand the psychology of the human conscience. 

It is obvious that within a nation, police force is not the sole supporter of 
peace and order. Most people do not need intimidation by law not to kill or 
steal. Were it not for the internal control of the human conscience, the exist- 
ing police force would not be able to maintain order. Police force is needed 
only to control the least adjusted members of the group. Why are moral in- 
hibitions so effective in insuring peaceful social life within a nation and so 
ineffective in international relationships.? Why is social conscience so easily 
put out of action by a few empty phrases or obvious lies in the dealings of 
nations with nations? 

Social life is obviously based on an interdependent cooperation of the mem- 
bers with each other. This can be best observed in ad hoc organized group 
formation. If people in an accidental grouping arc exposed to a common dan- 
ger, say an attacking enemy, an organization will take place to meet the dan- 
ger. Some will defend the left flank, others the right, and still others will sup- 
ply the means of defense. In such a situation each member of the group will 
consider the others as friends, and will subordinate his particular interest, at 
least to some degree, to the interest of the others. The survival of the others is 
in one’s own interest. 

Conscience can be considered as that portion of the human personality by 
which we identify ourselves with other people. In ultimate analysis, groups 
are formed because of the self-preserving tendencies of individuals to facili- 
tate survival and, by division of labor, make the gratification of biological 
needs more economical. We must consider the human conscience the most 
important preserver of social cooperation. It expresses the emotional tie be- 
tween members of the group which establishes an equilibrium between par- 
ticular selfish and common group interests in a way to preserve social cooper- 
ation. It is easy to understand that when the interests of individual members 
of a group become more divergent, that is, when vital interests and con- 
science have no longer a parallel direction, selfish interests may outweigh the 
voice of conscience. This is best demonstrated by the fact that underprivi- 
leged members of an organized group who profit least from social coopera- 
tion will be the main offenders of peace and order. To forgive your enemy 
only on the basis that he is also a human being is something the average hu- 
man conscience is certainly unabie to enforce when a person’s own vital in- 
terests are at stake. 



86 PHILOSOPHY, PSYCHOLOGY, AND POLITICS 

These facts of dynamic psychology can be simply formulated by sayirg 
that the effectiveness of social conscience gradually diminishes in proportion 
to the conflicts within the group. The conflict of interest is greater between 
people belonging to different nations divided by political and economic 
boundaries. At the same time differences in race, language and customs make 
more difficult the identification with each other, which we learned is the basis 
of social conscience. Conscience is the internal psychological protector of 
common interests in their organized groups. Since the world today is or- 
ganized according to national and not international interests, social con- 
science stops at the national boundaries. 

It should, of course, be realized that even within the same group the cohe- 
sive force of social conscience is limited. It would be foolish to overlook the 
fact that there is no ideally just social organization. The principles of democ- 
racy certainly would appear to secure the most stable social order. Democracy 
is essentially based on a compromise between conflicting interests, that is, on 
enlightened and curtailed self-interest. Furthermore, it is based on free coop- 
eration of its members. If cooperation of the members is based more on fear 
of punishment and of authority, the groups are much more disruptible. So- 
cial order based on intimidation and fear results by necessity in an atrophy 
of social conscience. Such an organization is based solely on the awe and 
fear which ilic members have toward their rulers, and not on fear of their 
own conscience. As soon as rulers show a weakness, all the accumulated and 
checked hostilities of the group will break through and an internal dissolu- 
tion will take place in the form of civil war. Dictators must therefore care- 
fully guard their prestige and always be victorious over their enemies. Impor- 
tant for such a group also is the principle of looting. Only by throwing fat 
spoils to their suppressed followers may tyrannical leaders preserve order 
and suppress discontent. Therefore, such a group must necessarily try to live 
at the expen.se of others. Depriving their followers of personal dignity and 
freedom of expression, leaders must at least compensate them by making 
them masters over their conquered neighbors. All this is instinctively under- 
stood by the neighboring groups who regard with horror, and as a source of 
danger, nations dominated by autocratic oppression and minority rule. They 
feel instinctively that such nations can only survive by conquest of others. 

Is there no other form of social group besides autocratic minority rule and 
democracy based on free cooperation and on compromise of conflicting in- 
terest.? Theoretically, there is a third social system conceivable which might 
be called a planned society on a benevolent authority! ian basis. Medieval feu- 
dalism probably came nearest to this type of society which served in many re- 
spects as a model for the corporate state of fascism. Such an organization 
would be based on a well-conceived plan of division of labor in which every 
individual has his well-defined place and function, though no social mobility 
and freedom. Each member is a well placed cog in the social mechanism and 
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is offered full economic security and protection for his social contribution. 
Such a planned society may have a great chance for peaceful survival. It must 
be realized, of course, that the creation of such a society would lead through a 
long period of internal terror and suppression. It would take considerable 
time until the members of the society could be terrorized and beaten into be- 
coming passive self-contained mechanical parts of a well thought through 
social machinery. This kind of nightmare looms in the minds of contem- 
porary fanatic leaders as their goal. Many suggestible natures become hypno- 
tized by these visionary fantasies; they speak of the “wave of the future” in 
which humanity will become organized in such an insect state. Authoritar- 
ian dreamers and fanatics of both sides — left and right — indulge in such vi- 
sions, not realizing that such a cog-wheel society would mean the end of 
the development of man as a biological species, would mean the end of crea- 
tive culture. These cog-wheels who are no longer individuals, but cells, and 
enjoy full security, will be robbed of all initiative for self-expression, which 
is the basis of every cultural innovation. 

The feudal system of the Middle Ages gives a good example both of the 
stability and the sterility of this type of society. This inert system had the 
longest duration in Western Civilization. It probably gave more economic se- 
curity to its members than any other system, but brought about the least 
changes. It resembled more than any other system in the history of Western 
Civilization the stable, almost petrified societies of the primitive races who 
probably lived for thousands of years on the same level, under the same 
rigid system. Such a society sacrifices for security’s sake everything which 
gives color, variety and change to human life. The democractic principle 
which preserves the dignity, self-expression and free development of the in- 
dividual must by necessity surpass in efficiency any such rigidly planned in- 
sect type of society. In a democracy which recognizes inventiveness and 
individual accomplishment, the cultural process which started with the Ren- 
aissance will for a long time have a chance for further development. 

It is discouraging to observe a present defeatism concerning the future of 
democracy. It is true that we have not yet made those necessary adjustments 
in our economic system which became imperative because of the advance- 
ment of technology. But is there need to discard the whole system because it 
needs certain readjustments of details? The most significant contribution of 
psychiatry today consists in clarifying those emotional factors which make 
people defeatists concerning democracy. The psychiatrist sees individual cases 
but, carefully comparing them, he will readily find the common emotional 
factors behind this defeatism. Twenty years of my psychoanalytic practice 
were spent in this post World War period of social instability which the de- 
featist interpreters of current events like to consider as the beginning of the 
dissolution of our democratic world. With most impressive and stereotyped 
monotony in the large majority of my patients, I came across one definite 
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emotional factor which throws sharp light on the growing diffidence in the 
democratic system. I am glad that I do not need to refer to this factor with a 
Latin or Greek technical term; it is simply — insecurity. 

Psychoanalytic experience shows that one of the strongest universal emo- 
tional trends is a protest against growing up, a tendency to retain the care- 
free existence of childhood. Through growing up, which is marked by sexual 
maturation, man loses the right to stay in the Garden of Eden. He is expelled 
into the cold world where he must struggle from then on. After man has 
eaten from the tree of knowledge, that is to say, after he has become sexually 
mature, he loses the prerogatives of the child, to be cared for by some earthly 
or heavenly father. Not only is he no longer a child, but he becomes the sup- 
porter of the next generation. In everyone there remains a latent longing to 
go back to the Garden of Eden, to the Golden Age, to the irresponsible and 
secure phase of childhood. 

The strongest ally of this latent regressive trend, according to the experi- 
ences of psychoanalysis and psychiatry, is insecurity. The more difficult life 
and the maintenance of existence becomes, the stronger this regressive long- 
ing toward childhood. The democratic system, at least theoretically, relies on 
the maturity of its citizens. It attributes to them a faculty of judgment and 
requires of them participation in government. At the same time it is an obli- 
gation of each citizen to care for his own existence without much govern- 
mental protection. So long as the economic system functions well, a mature 
individual is able to carry responsibility and provide self-support. As soon, 
however, as this request for political responsibility becomes coupled with 
economic insecurity, the survival of the democracy is threatened. Economic 
insecurity increases the flight from responsibility and independence and mo- 
bilizes the latent longing for parental care which everyone carries in himself. 
The authoritarian system requires only obedience, relieves all citizens from 
responsibility, and olTers them full security and a rigidly defined place in 
the social system. Therefore it has the greatest appeal to those whose emo- 
tional maturity is unstable and caters to those in whom the longing to rees- 
tablish childish dependence and irresponsibility is the strongest. 

In psychoanalytic practice we know a type of patient who is particularly 
apt to be taken in by authoritarian ideas; neurotics who outwardly appear 
just the opposite of dependent natures. Outwardly they are often aggressive 
people, extreme individualists, daring barons of industry, foolhardy sports- 
men, and record breakers. Their over-emphasized courage and independ- 
ence, however, is only a thin external cover; by their toughness and inde- 
pendence, by their foolhardiness, they try to over-shadow and hide a secret 
internal weakness— a wish to depend on others and be taken care of. It is 
quite impressive to note how many of these people are secret or open admir- 
ers of the authoritarian idea. It is not difficult to understand why this should 
be so. In an authoritarian society, the individuaVs responsibility is non-existent 
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Subordination and dependence is not considered a weakness, as in our dem- 
ocratic civilization, but a virtue. In such a society, internal conflict between 
infantile dependence and its denial is completely solved. All the laborious 
struggle to prove one’s courage to oneself and to others in order to hide an 
internal weakness becomes superfluous. Such patients often do well in the 
army. Martial occupation eliminates the conflict about their dependence, and 
the strict organization relieves them of responsibility The authoritarian state 
which gives them security and eliminates even the possibility of individualis- 
tic accomplishment, offers a complete solution of the conflict between ex- 
treme internal dependence and its desperate outward denial. 

What can we learn from all these psychological details? That the greatest 
menace for democracy consists of two factors: one, a subjective emotional 
factor, the universal though mostly latent regressive trend for dependence; 
and two, an objective factor, namely, economic insecurity due to insufficient 
organization of production and distribution. This objective external factor 
strengthens the emotional need for governmental help and dependence. Psy- 
chiatry, of course, can only deal with the emotional factor. Democracy, in 
order to survive, must educate its members to emotional maturity, and psy- 
chiatry will have to help develop educational principles which are most con- 
ducive to overcoming infantile dependence and strengthening a sense of 
responsibility. What democracies need, more than anything else, is a well 
planned psychologically sound educational system. 

So much for the emotional factor. We saw that the objective factor, the 
economic insecurity, plays into the hand of the emotional regressive tendency 
to escape the responsibilities of mature life. In order to counteract this flight 
toward political dependence, democratic governments must offer at least a 
minimum of security to all of its members. This can be done without as- 
suming such extreme paternalism in guiding and prescribing the lives and 
activities of citizens as do the totalitarian states. There is no question that in 
a highly developed industrial civilization it should be possible, without sac- 
rificing the basic principles of democracy, to offer such minimum security to 
all citizens. However, this is not a question for a psychiatrist to decide. He 
can only emphasize the extreme importance of the subjective factor, and point 
out how economic insecurity plays into the hands of this regressive trend. 
One must realize that no education for maturity and responsibility can coun- 
terbalance the fear and uncertainty of the next day and of old age. Especially 
in this country must we become aware of the full significance of this fact. 
This country ideologically still lives in the tradition of the frontier, when per- 
sonal initiative, ambition and endurance by necessity secured success. This 
period of economic expansion has long since disappeared, yet our economic 
ideology is still fashioned according to the patterns of frontier days. 

In the present time of standardized industrialism, economic anarchy must 
be replaced, to some degree at least, by governmental regulation based on the 
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free consent of all interested groups. Economic insecurity, as a result of eco- 
nomic anarchy, makes people susceptible to totalitarian ideas by mobilizing 
in them the universal, though latent, longing for parental protection. As long 
as in an expanding economy an independent spirit and self-reliance worked 
well and led to prosperity, people readily accepted them. But even the bravest 
becomes discouraged when he feels that his existence is no longer dependent 
upon his ability and that whether he finds employment is not a question of 
his capacity but of numbers, of the impersonal laws of supply and demand. 
The psychiatrist must emphasize that economic insecurity undermines peo- 
ples’ readiness to accept mature responsibilities and that the population can 
only preserve its enthusiasm for a free democratic system so long as it secures 
at least a minimum amount of security. The recognition of this fact sets the 
limits of the role of psychiatry for the preservation of democracy. Preserva- 
tion of democracy is not only a question of mentality, of the citizen’s readi- 
ness to accept political responsibility in exchange for a reasonable chance for 
success, but also depends upon a system in which this mature and responsi- 
ble attitude provides a secure existence. Preservation of democracy, there- 
fore, is at the same time a complex psychological and a socio-economical 
problem. 

Wc may now turn our attention to the question of international relation- 
ships. Not only the preservation of the existing great democracies, but the 
spreading of the democratic principle throughout the world is the only 
hope for an improvement of international relations. If the democratic princi- 
ple survives and spreads, there is hope that international relations will also be 
regulated according to democratic principles. If it also fails in international 
relations, tyranny, suppression and exploitation will remain the governing 
principle. Democracies must recognize that their mentality does not yet per- 
vade the whole world. The League of Nations neglected this fact, together 
with all teachings of dynamic psychology and history. It counted too much 
on a non-existing world conscience. A future League of Nations by necessity 
will, for a considerable period of time, need to rely upon the armed superior- 
ity of democratic nations. It cannot be hoped that non-democratic nations will 
accept democratic principles in international dealings, therefore these princi- 
ples must be upheld if necessary by the force of arms. Dynamic psychology 
teaches that, even within a nation, social order is upheld not alone by social 
conscience, but also by law enforced by police. The higher the social con- 
science is developed, the less social order must depend on police force. At 
present, social conscience obviously stops at national boundaries. A world 
conscience remains to be developed in the future. A democratic world order 
is unimaginable if some groups are to be permitted to disregard its princi- 
ples. Therefore, for a time, a democratic world order must be protected by 
armed forces which can only be gradually reduced at the same rate as the 
slow educational process toward a more embracing social conscience prog- 
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resses. It will be the obligation of the advanced democratic narions to pro- 
vide for such an education, but in order to do so, they must survive and 
defend by arms a democratic world order to which the rest of the world will 
have to adjust itself through the slow process of domestication. 


KURT LEWIN 

4. Group Living: Autocratu Democratic^ 
and Lai»»ea-Faire* 


Democracy — like forms of group living — cannot be defined adequately by 
isolated elements of conduct, rules or institutions; it is the larger pattern of 
group life and the group atmosphere which determines how a society is to 
be classified. The pattern includes such diversified aspects as the form of 
leadership, the degree and type of interdependence of sub-groups, the way 
in which the policy of the group depends on the will of its various sections or 
members; it includes how children talk to parents, workers to foremen, or 
how the crippled are treated. However, though social techniques must be 
considered, it is the actual group dynamics that counts. This holds for a 
small group of children as well as for the life of a whole community or state, 
or for the organization of the world. 

The war has made it abundantly clear that the ever-increasing functional 
dependence of the different sections of the world is leading to some form of 
closer political, cultural and economic organization among nations and 
within nations. The fateful question is whether this higher degree of organi- 
zation will be expressed in stronger forms of autocracy or in stronger forms 
of democracy. 

AUTOCRACY, DEMOCRACY AND LAISSEZ-FAIRE 

In our present state of knowledge, the scientifically superior method of de- 
fining a special form of group life is probabl) the determination of its posi- 
tion within a totality of other forms of group life. One of the outstanding 
facts which has been known but is not sufficiently recognized concerns the 
relation between autocracy, democracy and individualistic freedom (laissez- 
faire). The average Sunday-school teacher, foreman or university professor 
is accustomed to perceive problems of discipline or leadership as lying on a 

•From Gardner Murphy (cd.), Human Nature and Enduring Peace (Third Yearbook of the 
S'KTictv for the Psychological Study of Social Issues, Boston-New York, 1945). By permission. 



92 PHILOSOPHY, PSYCHOLOGY, AND POLITICS 

single continuum, in which lack of discipline and maximum individual free- 
dom represent the one end and strict authoritarian discipline the other. This 
conception, however, is basically incorrect. Autocracy, democracy and lais- 
sez-faire should be perceived as a triangle (Fig. i). In many respects autoc- 
racy and democracy are similar; they both mean leadership as against the 
lack of leadership which appears in laissez-faire; they both mean discipline 
and organization as against chaos. They both mean a stress upon the group 
lalhcr than upon the individual. Among other lines of comparison, democ- 
racy and laissez-faire are similar; they both give freedom to the group mem- 
bers in so far as they create a situation where the members are acting on 
theif (jwn motivation, rather than being moved by forces induced by an 
authority in which they have no part. 


D 



iKii'Ri- 1. The relations of similarity and difference between Autocracy (A), Democracy 
(D). and Laissez-Vane (LF) cannot he reptesented by one continuum. 


The person who thinks in terms of one continuum has no choice but to 
consitlcr democracy as something between autocratic discipline and lawless- 
ness; he secs it as a soft type of autocracy, or frequently as a kind of sugar- 
coated or relined method to induce the group member to accept the leader’s 
will. It IS a prerequisite to democratic living and democratic education that 
this concept be destroyed. The democratic leader is no less a leader and, in a 
way, has no less power than the autocratic leader. There are soft and tough 
democracies as well as soft and tough autocracies; and a lough democracy is 
likely to be iimre, rather than less, democratic. Like autocracy, democracy is 
fully aw are of the role of power in group life and considers power a necessary 
and legitimate clement of group organization. But the democratic use of 
power is as tar from a superiority aloof from the ruled — so characteristic, 
for instance, of the treatment of “natives” by the British colonial office — as 
Irom the religious zeal for one’s own power so typical of the “sacred egoism” 
of totalitarian Fascism. 

'I he tbiTerence between autocracy and democracy is an honest, deep differ- 
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ence, and an autocracy with a democratic front is still an autocracy. In de- 
mocracy the use of power must recognize the “equal right” of each mem- 
ber of the group to live a good life. Sometimes democracy merely “tolerates” 
differences among individuals or among groups. An outspoken democracy 
docs not merely recognize the “right to be different” as the basis for “individ- 
ual freedom” and the treatment of “minorities”; it will encourage that rich- 
ness of group life and group productivity which can grow only from a 
diversity of sub-groups and personalities. It will, however, be equally deter- 
mined to enforce the principle of “intolerance against the intolerant,” a prin- 
ciple without which no democracy seems to be able to live in the long run. 

As to the form or organization, two differences between democracy and 
autocracy may be mentioned: (tf) The unity of an autocratic group is based 
on its relation to the top leader of the hierarchy to a greater degree than is 
true of a democratic group. Goal-setting or policy determination in an autoc- 
racy is, to a high degree, in the hands of the leader, rather than in the hands 
of the group as a whole. It is typical of a democracy that the leader is responsi- 
ble to the group; in an autocratic system the follower is responsible to the 
leader. This principle of “no responsibility to people below oneself and all re- 
sponsibility to the leader above” was one of the first steps to be acclaimed 
again and again by Hitler after his ascent to power. 

(^). Interdependence within the group and the interactions essential for 
group life in an autocracy follow, in general, “vertical” lines, i.e., relations 
between higher and lower in the hierarchy of organization. In a democracy 
the “horizontal” type of interdependence among people of equal status is 
more emphasized. That is one of the reasons why, for instance, discussion 
and group decision — which have their full meaning only among equals — 
play greater roles in democracy. 

As to the problem of the practicality of democracy, one may consider (i) 
the effect of democracy on the character and capacity of the individual, 
(2) its effect on efficiency as regards production in industry, and in other 
fields, and finally (3) the problem of how to learn democracy and its correct 
application. This includes the problem of the learning of democratic ide- 
ology and the training of democratic leaders. 

At present, statements about these topics have to be based on rather scant 
scientific data, and one must always keep in mind that there are many 
forms of autocracy and democracy. Only recently has the step been taken 
from descriptions of attitudes to “action research” on groups. Scientific in- 
sight about the causal relations in group life will have to be established by 
experiments in group dynamics. The last decade has seen an increasing de- 
velopment in this field although research is still in its initial stages. 

The experiments help in many v/ays to substantiate the triangular rela- 
tion of autocracy, democracy and laissez-faire, and to clarify the rather dis- 
turbing complexity of problems by showing where the differences lie; 



^4 PHILOSOPHY, PSYCHOLOGY. AND POLITICS 

why differences in group procedures which might look important are actu- 
ally unimportant; and why others which look unimportant are important. It 
is particularly interesting to consider what might be called an efficient “tough 
democracy.” 

EFFECT OF DEMOCRACY ON THE CHARACTER AND 
CAPACITY OF THE INDIVIDUAL 

The best controlled study in this field is probably that of Lippitt and 
White.' In this study the same groups of children went through an auto- 
cratic, a democratic, and a laissez-faire atmosphere. They show that the 
character of the individual, at least as it expresses itself in conduct, is deeply 
and very quickly affected by a change in social atmosphere. The degree of 
friendliness, for instance, was greatest in democracy. With an exchange of 
two children between the autocratic and democratic groups their friendli- 
ness and aggressiveness changed within one meeting. Aggressive reactions 
were greatest in a form of autocracy and led to discontent not only with the 
leader but with the fellow members as well. It sometimes led to scape- 
goating. 

The sociability of the individual children and the amount of constructive 
help they offered to other children was greatly affected by the change in so- 
cial climate. Under autocracy conversation kept much more to the immedi- 
ate topics; the children under democracy showed a broader outlook in many 
respects. In autocracy they lost some of their individuality as measured by 
the degree of individual differences. They became more dependent and more 
ready to drop work when not under immediate pressure. In other words, ini- 
tiative and “laziness” are traits which depend much on the social atmosphere. 

This is not the place to go into the many and not always simple relations 
between group life and the character and productivity of the individual. 
However, two conclusions seem to be quite well-established by the experi- 
ments on groups, by the experience in industry (“Training in Industry” 
Program), by studies of family living and by what we know about child de- 
velopment in terms of psychology and cultural anthropology: {a) The effect 
of social atmospheres on character and on character development is very 
profound, {h) A democratic organization with long-range planning seems 
to be definitely superior to autocracy and to laissez-faire atmospheres in cre- 
ating initiative and positive sociability. 

DEMOCRACY AND EFFICIENCY OF GROUP LIFE 

The superiority of democracy in regard to bringing upi fair-minded and 
more richly developed individuals is not likely to be questioned, at least in 

‘ Ronald Lippitt ami Ralph K. White, “The ‘Social Climate’ of Children’s Groups,’’ in Roger G. 
Barker, Jacob S. Kounin, and Herbert F. Wright (eds.). Child Behavior and Child Development 
(New York. ig4 0 . PP. 485-^08. 
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this country. More frequently, doubts are expressed in regard to democratic 
efficiency. We are accustomed to the idea that democracy has to “pay” in effi- 
ciency for the greater freedom the individual has. For many, efficient group 
organization is more or les's identified with autocratic organization. The 
problem itself is fundamental because practically every group has to “pro- 



FiGURE 2. The Effect of Team Decision on Production in a Sewing factory. An experi- 
ment by Alex Bavelas shows a marked permanent rise in production after decision. As 
comparison, the production level of experienced workers is given during the same months. 

duce” some kind of “goods,” whether it is health in a hospital or automobiles 
in a factory, fun in a recreation center, or knowledge and education in a 
school. 

In school as well as in industry certain standards exist concerning the rate 
of learning or production. These ‘.indards arc set up by the teacher or the 
management and are upheld bv these autnorities with a certain amount of 
pressure. It is assumed that relaxing the standards will slow down the work 
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of group members. This assumption is probably sound, but has little to do 
with the problem of democracy. Lowering the standards or relaxing the 
pressure to keep up the standards in an autocratic atmosphere means shift- 
ing to a sf)fter form of autocracy. It means a shift from autocracy (A) to- 
ward laissez-faire (LF) in Fig. i. It does not mean a shift in the direction 
of democracy (D). Such a shift would involve a positive change of the type 
of motivation behind the action, a shift from imposed goals to goals which 
the group has set for itself. 

It is by no means certain that production goals set for themselves by work 
teams, or learning goals sei by groups of students, would be higher than 
those ordered by an authority. However, it is by no means certain that they 
would be lower. Whether the st.indards will be set higher i.r lower depends 
on the .siiecific social atmosphere and the type of democracy created. Ex- 
periments in industry under controlled conditions show a substantial per- 
manent increase of production created in a short time by certain methods of 
“team dcvisioii,” an increase in production which was not accomplished by 
many months of the usual factory pressure (Fig. 2). (The money incentive 
remained uiKhangcd.) 't his demonstrates that democratic procedures may 
raise group eiTiciency. 

f)nlv a few details of the problems, which arc by no means simple, can be 
dis(t]s.sed heic. (i) One should be careful to distinguish between discussion 
and decision. .\ discussion might he better than a lecture for clarifying issues 
and bringing about motivation. However, it is one thing to be motivated, 
another to transform motivation into concrete goals, stabilizing these goals 
in a way w'hich would cany the individii.al through to the actual comple- 
lion of the work, ('ontrolled experiments under comparable conditions show 
that di.scussion without decision docs not lea<l to a parallel increase in pro- 
duction. 'rhere are indications that even if the discussion leads to the general 
decision of laising production without setting definite production goals to be 
le.uhed in a deliniie time, the t fleet is much less marked. FA[)eimicnts 
\Mih groups of housewives and students’ eating-co-opcratlves show that 
“lectiireN” .is well as “rctjucsts” arc less eflfic’cnc in bringing about changes 
in foot! habits than group decision. Discussions without decisions do not 
make tor etlicicnt democracy. On the other hand, democratic methods, prop- 
erly handled, are .superior to rei|ucsts in bringing about changes. 

(2) One of the reasons why democratic methods are superior is illus- 
trated in the studs ot students’ co-operatives. Students were to change from 
white to whole-wheat bre.id. From each student was obtained a rating of 
his eagerness to reacli the goal and of his like or dislike of whole-wheat as 
compared with white bread. After “request,” the eagerness to succeed was 
lowest in the individuals who disliked whole-wheat bread and increased with 
the degree of liking. After group decision, however, the eagerness to reach 
the group goal w'as largely independent of personal like or di.slike. In other 
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words, group decision provides a background of motivarion, where the indi- 
vidual is ready to co-operate as a member of the group, more or less inde- 
pendent of his personal inclinations. 

HOW TO LEARN DEMOCRACY 

It is one of the basic facts about group standards that they are not an ex- 
pression of a common biological entity called “human nature” but are some- 
how acquired. This fundamental fact seems to be very difficult to realize. To 
the individual who follows a certain cultural pattern, most of what is essen- 
tial to this culture seems as “natural” and unquestionable as the air he 
breathes. It is a prerequisite of international peace that the fallacy of this po- 
sition be understood. For permanent co-operation we must understand bet- 
ter both our own and other cultures, their similarities and their differences. 
That is one of the reasons why a large program of research on our own 
standards and those of other countries is vital. 

Two of the important aspects of learning democracy are changes of ideology 
and leadership training. The scientific knowledge, finally — based upon ex- 
perimental cultural anthropology and experiments in leadership training 
—is as yet very limited. There are definite indications, however, that the 
education of leaders and the means of changing the forms of leadership can 
be brought about sometimes in an astonishingly short time. 

In all the experiments mentioned, the problem of leadership plays an im- 
portant rtMe. As the earlier experiments show, a group atmosphere can be 
changed radically in a relatively short time by introducing new leadership 
techniques. The paradoxes of democratic leadership are by no means solved; 
however, the studies of leadership, and particularly f t leadership training, 
give some information. 

(i) Autocratic as well as democratic leadership consists in the leader’s 
playing a certain role. These leader roles cannot be carried through without 
the followers playing certain complementary roles, namely, those of “auto- 
cratic” or “democratic” followers. Educating people in democracy or re- 
educating them from cither autocracy or laissez-faire cannot be accom- 
plished by the passive behavior of the democratic leader. It is a fallacy to 
assume that individuals if left alone will form themselves naturally into 
democratic groups; it is much more likely that chaos or a primitive pattern 
of organization through autocratic dominance will result. Establi.shing 
democracy in a group implies an active education: the democratic fol- 
lower must learn to play a role which implies, among other things, a fair 
share of responsiblity toward the group and a sensitivity to other people’s 
feelings. Sometimes, particularly in the beginning of the process of re-educa- 
tion, individuals may have to be iitade aware, in a rather forceful manner, of 
the two-way interdependence which exists between themselves and others 
within the democratic group. To create such a change, the leader must be in 
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power, and able to hold his power. As the followers learn democracy, other 
aspects of the democratic leader’s power and function prevail. What holds 
for the education of democratic followers holds also for the education of 
democratic leaders. In fact, it seems to be the same process through which 
persons learn to play these two r 61 es and it seems that both roles have to be 
learned if either one is to be played well. 

(2) It is important to realize that democratic behavior cannot be learned 
by autocratic methods. This does not mean that democratic education 
or democratic leadership must reduce the power aspect of a group organiza- 
tion in a way which would place the group life on the laissezrfaire point of 
the triangle (Fig. i). Efficient democracy means organization, but it means 
organization and leadership on principles different from those of autocracy. 
These principles might be clarified by lectures but they can be learned, finally, 
only by democratic living. The “training on the job” of democratic lead- 
ers is but one example of the fact that teaching democracy presupposes es- 
tablishment of a democratic atmosphere. 

One should be slow in generalizing experimental findings. Any type of 
organization like a factory, a business enterprise, a community center, a 
school system, or the army has characteristics of its own. What democracy 
means technically has to be determined in each organization in line with its 
particular objective. The objective of our educational system is customarily 
defined as twofold. It is to give knowledge and skills to the coming gen- 
eration and to build the character of the citizens-to-be. The experiments in- 
dicate that democratic education docs not need to impede efficiency in regard 
to the first objective, but can be used as a powerful instrument toward this 
end. The experiment also indicates that, for educating future citizens, no 
mere talk about democratic ideals can substitute for a democratic atmos- 
phere in the school. The character and the cultural habits of the growing 
citizen arc not so much determined by what he says as by what he lives. 

(3) It is important to realize that the methods of changing group ideology 
or group goals and obtaining group efficiency arc not based on dealing with 
the individual as an individual but as a group member. The goals were set 
for the group as a whole or for individuals in a group setting. The experi- 
mental studies indicate that it is easier to change ideology or cultural habits 
by dealing with groups, rather than with individuals. In addition, the an- 
chorage of the motivation of the individual in a group decision goes far in 
achieving the execution of the decision and in establishing certain self-regu- 
latory processes of the group life on the new level of ideology and action. 

SUMMARY 

On the whole, then, research in democratic living indicates the deep inter- 
dependence of the various aspects of group life, such as ideology, leadership 
form, power distribution, productivity and efficiency of the individual and 
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the group. It shows that the ideology of a group, the character of its. mem- 
bers and the distribution of power are so closely interwoven that no one of 
them can be changed without altering the others. This should be a lesson to 
the hard-boiled politician who thinks only in terms of cower and to the sym- 
pathetic believer in the “goodness of human nature” who forgets too easily 
that ideology cannot be changed without changing the actual distribution 
of power within a group. There are definite indications that democracy is 
not only practicable but superior in regard to character development, social 
relations and efficiency if it is handled as a true democracy. 

Finally, there are good indications that “self-understanding” and “self-edu- 
cation” within democratic groups is possible. The chances for the success of 
such a program will be much enhanced by making full use of the instru- 
ments of research in social science which, after all, means merely using an old 
democratic standby: the rational approach. 


ERICH FROMM 


5 . Escape from Freedom* 


The insignificance of the individual in our era concerns not only hi.s role 
as a businessman, employee, or manual laborer, but also his role as a customer. 
A drastic change has occurred in the role of the customer in the last decades. 
The customer who went into a retail store owned by an independent busi- 
nessman was sure to get personal attention: his individual purchase was im- 
ixjrtant to the owner of the store; he was received like somebody who mat- 
tered, his wishes were studied; the very act of buying gave him a feeling 
of importance and dignity. How different is the relationship of a customer 
to a department store. He is impressed by the vastness of the building, the 
number of employees, the profusion of commodities displayed; all this makes 
him feel small and unimportant by comparison. As an individual he is 
of no importance to the department store. He is important as a customer; 
the store does not want to lose him, because this would indicate that there 
was something wrong and it might mean that the store would lose other 
customers for the same reason. As an abstract customer he is important; as 
a concrete customer he is utterly unimportant. There is nobody who is glad 
about his coming, nobody who is particularly concerned about his wishes 

• From Erich Fromm, Escape from Freedom (Rinehart fc Company, Inc.). Copyright, 1941. 
by Erich Fromm. By permission. 
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The act of buying has become similar to going to the post office and buying 
stamps. 

This situation is still more emphasized by the methods of modern adver- 
tising. The sales talk of the old-fashioned businessman was essentially ra- 
tional. He knew his merchandise, he knew the needs of the customer, and 
on the basis of this knowledge he tried to sell. To be sure, his sales talk was 
not entirely objective and he used persuasion as much as he could; yet, in 
order to be efficient, it had to be a rather rational and sensible kind of talk. 
A vast sector of modern advertising is different; it docs not appeal to reason 
but to emotion; like any other kind of hypnoid suggestion, it tries to impress 
its objects emotionally and then make them submit intellectually. This 
type of advertising impresses the customer by all sorts of means: by repetition 
of the same formula again and again; by the influence of an authoritative 
image, like that of a society lady or of a famous boxer, who smokes a certain 
brand of cigarette; by attracting the customer and at the same time weaken- 
ing his critical abilities by the sex appeal of a pretty girl; by terrorizing him 
with the threat of “b.o.” or “halitosis”; or yet again by stimulating daydreams 
alx)ut a sudden change in one’s whole course of life brought about by buying 
a certain shirt or soap. All these methods are essentially irrational; they have 
nothing to do with the qualities of the merchandise, and they smother and 
kill the critical capacities of the customer like an opiate or outright hypnosis. 
'I hey give him a certain satisfaction by their daydreaming qualities just as 
the movies do, but at the same time they increase his feeling of smallness and 
powcrlessness. 

As a matter of fact, these methods of dulling the capacity for critical think 
ing are more dangerous to our democracy than many of the open attacks 
against it, and more iminoia! — in terms of human integrity — than the inde- 
cent literature, publication ol which we punish. The consumer movement 
has attempted to restore the customer’s critical ability, dignity, and sense of 
signilicance, and thus opeiates in a direction similar to the trade-union move- 
ment. So t.ir, liowevcr, its scojie has not grown beyond modest beginnings. 

What holds tiiie in the economic sjihere is also true in the [lolitical .sphere. 
In the early days ol democracy thcie weie various kinds of arrangements in 
wliich the individual would concretely and actively participate in voting 
for a certain decision or for a certain candidate for office. 7'he questions to 
be deciiled were tamiliar to him, as were the candidates; the act of voting, 
(»ften done in a meeting of the whole population of a town, had a quality 
ol concreteness m whicli the individual really counted. Today the voter is 
lonhomed In mammoth parties which arc ju.st as distant and impressive 
as tlu* mammoth organizations of industry. The issues are complicated and 
made still more so by all sorts of methods to befog them. The voter may 
sec something of his candidate around election time; but since the days of the 
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radio, he is not likely to sec him so often, thus losing one of the last means 
of sizing up *‘his’* candidate. Actually he is offered a choice beiNveen two or 
three candidates by the party machines; but these candidates are not of “his’* 
choosing, he and they know little of each other, and their relationship is as 
abstract as most other relationships have become. 

Like the effect of advertising upon the customer, the metnods of political 
propaganda tend to increase the feeling of insignificance of the individual 
voter. Repetition of slogans and emphasis on factors which have nothing to 
do with the issue at stake numb his critical capacities. The clear and rational 
appeal to his thinking are rather the exception than the rule in political prop- 
aganda — even in democratic countries. Confn)nted with the power and size 
of the parties as demonstrated in their propaganda, the individual voter can- 
not help feeling small and of little significance. 

All this does not mean that advertising and political propaganda overtly 
stress the individual’s insignificance. Quite the contrary; they flatter the 
individual by making him appear important, and by pretending that they ap- 
peal to his critical judgment, to his sense of discrimination. But these pre- 
tenses arc essentially a method to dull the individual’s suspicions and to help 
him fool himself as to the individual character of his decision. I need scarcely 
point out that the propaganda of which I have been speaking is not wholly 
irrational, and that there are differences in the weight of rational factors in 
the propaganda of different parlies and candidates respectively. 

Other factors have added to the growing powerlessness of the individual. 
The economic and political scene is more complex and vaster than it used to 
be; the individual has less ability to kx)k through it. The threats which he is 
confronted with have grown in dimensions trxi. A structural unemployment 
of many millions has increased the sense of insecurity. Although the su[>poi t 
of the unemployed by public means has done much to counK raci the results 
of unemployment, not only economically but also psycholrigically, the fact 
remains that for the vast majority of people the burden of being uncm 
ployed is very hard to bear psychologically and the dicatl ol it overshadows 
their w'holc life. "Jo have a joli — regardless of what kind of .« jol) it is- seerns 
to many all they could want of life and something they should l;c giaieful 
for. Unemployment has also increased the threat of old age. In many jobs 
only the young and even inexperienced person who i:> still adaptable is 
wanted; that means, those who can still be molded without difficulty 
into the little cogs which arc required in that particular setup. 

The threat of war has also added to the feeling of individual jxnverle.ssnc.ss. 
To be sure, there were w'ars in the r.ineteenth century too. But since the last 
war the possibilities of destruction have increased so trcincnduusly — the 
range of people to he affected by war has grown to such an extent as to com- 
prise everybody without any exception— that the threat of war has become 
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a nightmare which, though it may not be conscious to many people before 
.their nation is actually involved in the war, has overshadowed their lives 
and increased their feeling of fright and individual powerlessness. 

The “style” of the whole period corresponds to the picture I have sketched. 
Vastness of cities in which the individual is lost, buildings that are as high 
as mountains, constant acoustic bombardment by the radio, big headlines 
changing three times a day and leaving one no choice to decide what is im- 
portant, shows in which one hundred girls demonstrate their ability with 
clocklike precision to eliminate the individual and act like a powerful though 
smooth machine, the beating rhythm of jazz — these and many other details 
are expressions of a constellation in which the individual is confronted by 
uncontrollable dimensions in comparison with which he is a small particle. 
All he can do is to fall in step like a marching soldier or a worker on the 
endless belt. He can act; but the sense of independence, significance, has gone. 

The extent to which the average person in America is filled with the 
same sense of fear and insignificance seems to find a telling expression in the 
fact of the popularity of the Mickey Mouse pictures. There the one theme 
— in so many variations — is always this: something little is persecuted 
and endangered by something overwhelmingly strong, which threatens to 
kill or swallow the little thing. The little thing runs away and eventually suc- 
ceeds in escaping or even in harming the enemy. People would not be 
ready to look continually at the many variations of this one theme unless it 
touched upon something very close to their own emotional life. Apparently 
the little thing threatened by a powerful, hostile enemy is the spectator him- 
self; that is how feels and that is the situation with which he can identify 
himself. But of course, unless there were a happy ending there would be no 
continuous attraction. As it is, the spectator lives through all his own fears 
and feelings of smallness and at the end gets the comforting feeling that, in 
spite of all, he will be saved and will even conquer the strong one. How- 
ever — and this is the significant and sad part of this “happy end” — his salva- 
tion lies mostly in his ability to run away and in the unforeseen accidents 
which make it impossible for the monster to catch him. 

The position in which the individual finds himself in our period had 
already been foreseen by visionary thinkers in the nineteenth century. Kierke- 
gaard describes the helpless individual torn and tormented by doubts, over- 
whelmed by the feeling of aloneness and insignificance. Nietzsche visual- 
izes the approaching nihilism which was to become manifest in Nazism and 
paints a picture of a “superman” as the negation of the insignificant, direc- 
tionless individual he saw in reality. The theme of the powerlessness of man 
has found a most precise expression in Franz Kafka’s work. In his Castle he 
describes the man who wants to get in touch with the mysterious inhabit- 
ants of a castle, who are supposed to tell him what to do and show him his 
place in the world. All his life consists in his frantic effort to get into touch 
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with them, but he never succeeds and is left alone with a sense of utter 
futility and helplessness. 

The feeling of isolation and powerlcssncss has been beautifully expressed 
in the following passage by Julian Green: “I knew that we counted little in 
comparison with the universe, I knew that we were nothing; but to be so 
immeasurably nothing seems in some way both to overwhelm and at the 
same time to reassure. Those figures, those dimensions beyond the range of 
human thought, are utterly overpowering. Is there anything whatsoever to 
which we can cling? Amid that chaos of illusions into which we are cast 
headlong, there is one thing that stands out as true, and that is — love. All 
the rest is nothingness, an empty void. We peer down into a huge dark abyss 
And we are afraid.” ^ 

However, this feeling of individual isolation and powerlessness as it has 
been expressed by these writers and as it is felt by many so-called neurotic 
people, is nothing the average normal person is aware of. It is too frighten- 
ing for that. It is covered over by the daily routine of his activities, by the 
assurance and approval he finds in his private or social relations, by success 
in business, by any number of distractions, by “having fun,” “making con- 
tacts,” “going places.” But whistling in the dark does not bring light. Alone- 
ncss, fear, and bewilderment remain; people cannot stand it for ever. They 
cannot go on bearing the burden of “freedom from”; they must try to escape 
from freedom altogether unless they can progress from negative to positive 
freedom. The principal social avenues of escape in our time are the submis- 
sion to a leader, as has happened in Fascist countries, and the compulsive 
conforming as is prevalent in our own democracy. 

The first mechanism of escape from freedom I am going to deal with is 
the tendency to give up the independence of one’s own individual self and 
to fuse one’s self with somebody or something outside of oneself in order 
to acquire the strength which the individual self is lacking. Or, to put it in 
different words, to seek for new, “secondary bonds” as a substitute for the 
primary bonds which have been lost. 

The more distinct forms of this mechanism are to be found in the striving 
for submission and domination, or, as we would rather put it, in the mas- 
ochistic and sadistic strivings as they exist in varying degrees in norntal 
and neurotic persons respectively. We shall first describe these tendencies and 
then try to show that both of them are an escape from an unbearable alone- 
ness. 

The most frequent forms in which masochistic strivings appear arc feel- 
ings of inferiority, powcrlessness, individual insignificance. The analysis of 
persons who arc obsessed by thjsc feelings shows that, while they con- 

* Julian Green, Personal Record, iQzS-igjg, translated by J. G<xlefroi. Harper & Brothers. New 
York. i93g. 
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sciously complain about these feelings and want to get rid of them, uncon- 
sciously some power within themselves drives them to feel inferior or insig- 
nificant. Their feelings are more than realizations of actual shortcomings and 
weaknesses (although they are usually rationalized as though they were); 
these persons show a tendency to belittle themselves, to make themselves 
weak, and not t() master things. Quite regularly these people show a marked 
dependence on powers outside of themselves, on other people, or institutions, 
or nature. They tend not to assert themselves, not to do what they want, but 
to submit to the factual or alleged orders of these outside forces. Often they 
are quite incapable of experiencing the feeling “I want” or “I am.” Life, as 
a whole, is felt by them as something overwhelmingly powerful, which 
they cannot master or control. 

In the more extreme cases — and there are many — one finds besides these 
tendencies to belittle oneself and to submit to outside forces a tendency to 
hurt (iiKsclf and to make oneself suffer. 

7 his tendency can assume various forms. We find that there are people 
who indulge in self accusation and self-criticism which even their worst 
enemies W(»uld scarcely bring against them. There arc others, such as certain 
compulsive neurotics, who tend to torture themselves with compulsory rites 
and thoughts. In a ceitain type of neiinmc personality, we find a tendency 
to become physically ill, and to wait, consciously or unconsciously, for an 
illness as it it wcic a gift of the g(>ds. Often they incur accidents which 
would in)t have happened had there not been at work an unconscious 
tendency to incur them. I'hesc tendencies directed against themselves are 
often levealed in still less overt or dramatic forms. For instance, there are 
peisons who ate incapable of answering rpiesiions in an examination w'hen 
the answer, aie \er) well known to them at the lime of the examination 
and even al lei wauls. 'There arc oilier s who say things which antagonize 
lln'se whom ibev love or on whom they arc dependent although actually 
tbc> led liiendlv idward them and did not intend to say those things. With 
Midi pecple, ii almost seems as if fin v weie following adviic given them by 
an eiuiiu to bdi.ise in stub a wa\ a-, r. be most rle'iimcnial to themselves. 

'1 be masodiis'u ueiids are olien Idi .is plainly pathological or irrational. 
More liee|uenily they are larionali/.ctl, M.i.sochislic depenelcncy is conceived 
as K)ve or loy.iliv, inferiority feedings as an adequate t-xpression of actual 
shortcomings, am! om-’.s sufTeriiig as being entirely due to inichangeable cir- 
cumst ames. 

He.sides the M masodiisiic trends, the very oppeisiic of them, namely, sadis- 
tii lendeiuies. .jk u gularlv to lx found in the same kind t;t chaiactcrs. They 
vary in strength, .iie nioie or less conscious, yet they are never missing. Wc 
find three kimls ol sadistic tendencies, more or less closely knit together. 
One is to make others dependent on oneself and to have absolute and un- 
restricted ixiwcr over them, so as to make of them nothing but instruments. 
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clay in the potter s hand.** Another consists of the impulse not only to rule 
over others in this absolute fashion, but to exploit them, to use them, to steal 
from them, to disembowel them, and, so to speak, to incorporate anything 
eatable in them. This desire can refer to material things as well as to immate- 
rial ones, such as the emotional or intellectual qualities a person has to offer. 
A third kind of sadistic tendency is the wish to make others suffer or to see 
them suffer. This suffering can be physical, but more often it is mental suffer- 
ing. Its aim is to hurt actively, to humiliate, embarrass others, or to see them 
in embarrassing and humiliating situations. 

Sadistic tendencies for obvious reasons are usually less conscious and more 
rationalized than the socially more harmless masochistic trends. Often they 
are entirely covered up by reaction formations of overgoodness or overcon- 
cern for others. Some of the most frequent rationalizations are the following: 
“I rule over you because I know what is best for you, and in your own in- 
terest you should follow me without opposition.” Or, “I am so wonderful 
and unique, that I have a right to expect that other people become dependent 
on me.” Another rationalization which often covers the exploiting tenden- 
cies is; ‘‘I have done so much for you, and now I am entitled to take from 
you what I want.” The more aggressive kind of saclislSc impulses finds its 
most frequent rationalization in two forms: ‘‘I have been hurt by others and 
my wish to hurt them is nothing but retaliation,*’ or “By striking first 1 am 
defending myself or my friends against the danger of being hurl.” 

There is one factor in the relationship of the sadistic person to the object of 
his sadism which is often neglected and therefore deserves especial emphasis 
here; his dependence on the object of his sadism. 

^A^hilc the masochistic person’s dependence is obvious, our expectation with 
regard to the sadistic person is just the reverse: he seems so strong and 
domineering, and the object of his >adism so weak and submissive, that it 
is diflicult to think of the strong one as being dependent on the one over 
whom he rules. And yet close analysis shows that tliis is true. The sadist 
needs the person over whom he rules, he needs him very badly, since his own 
feeling of strength is rooted in the fact that he is the master over some one. 
I’his dependence may be entirely unconscious. Thus, for example, a man 
may treat his wife very sadistically and tell her repeatedly that she can leave 
the house any day and that he would be only too glad if she did. Often she 
will be so crushed that she will not dare xi> make an attempt to leave, and 
therefore they both will continue to believe that what he says is true. But if 
she musters up enough courage to declare that she will leave him, some- 
thing quite unexpected to both of them may happen: he will become desper- 
ate, break down,* and beg her not to leave him; he will say he cannot live 
without her, and will declare how much he loves her and so on. Usually, 
being afraid of asserting herself anyhow, she will be prone to believe him, 
change her decision and stay. At this point the play starts again. He resumes 
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his old behavior, she finds it increasingly difficult to stay with him, explodes 
again, he breaks down again, she stays, and so on and on many times. 

I come now to the main question: What is the root of both the masochistic 
perversion and masochistic character traits respectively? Furthermore, what 
is the common root of both the masochistic and the sadistic strivings? 

The direction in which the answer lies has already been suggested in the 
beginning of this chapter. Both the masochistic and sadistic strivings tend 
fo help the individual to escape his unbearable feeling of aloneness and pow- 
crlessness. Psychoanalytic and other empirical observations of masochistic 
persons give ample evidence (which I cannot quote here without transcend- 
ing the scope of this book) that they are filled with a terror of aloneness 
and insignificance. Frequently this feeling is not conscious; often it is cov- 
ered by compensatory feelings of eminence and perfection. However, if 
one only penetrates deeply enough into the unconscious dynamics of such 
a person, one finds these feelings without fail. The individual finds himself 
“free” in the negative sense, that is, alone with his self and confronting an 
alienated, hostile world. In this situation, to quote a telling description of 
Dostoevski, in Th» Brothers Karamazov, he has “no more pressing need 
than the one to find somebody to whom he can surrender, as quickly as 
possible, that gift of freedom which he, the unfortunate creature, was born 
with.” The frightened individual seeks for somebody or something to tie 
his self to; he cannot bear to be his own individual self any longer, and he 
tries frantically to get rid of it and to feel security again by the elimination of 
this burden: the self. 

Masochism is one way toward this goal. The different forms which the 
masochistic strivings assume have one aim; to get rid of the individual self, 
to lose oneself: to get rid of the burden of freedom. This aim is obvious in 
those masochistic strivings in which the individual seeks to submit to a person 
or power which he feels as being overwhelmingly strong. (Incidentally, the 
conviction of superior strength of another person is always to be under- 
stood in relative terms. It can be based either upon the actual strength of the 
other person, or upon a conviction of one’s own utter insignificance and 
powerlcssness. In the latter event a mouse or a leaf can assume threatening 
features.) In other forms of masochistic strivings the essential aim is the 
same. In the masochistic feeling of smallness we find a tendency which 
serves to increase the original feeling of insignificance. How is this to be un- 
derstood? Can we assume that by making a fear worse one is trying to 
remedy it? Indeed, this is what the masochistic person docs. As long as I 
struggle between my desire to be independent and strong and my feeling of 
insignificance or powerlcssness I am caught in a tormenting conflict. If I suc- 
ceed in reducing my individual self to nothing, if I can overcome the aware- 
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ness of my separateness as an individual, I may save myself from this conflict. 
To feel utterly small and helpless is one way toward this aim; to be over- 
whelmed by pain and agony another; to be overcome by the effects of intoxi- 
cation still another. The phantasy of suicide is the last hope if all other 
means have not succeeded in bringing relief from the burden of aloneness. 

Under certain conditions these masochistic strivings are relatively success- 
ful. If the individual finds cultural patterns that satisfy these masochistic 
strivings (like the submission under the “leader” in Fascist ideology), he 
gains some security by finding himself united with millions of others who 
share these feelings. Yet even in these cases, the masochistic “solution” is no 
more of a solution than neurotic manifestations ever are: the individual suc- 
ceeds in eliminating the conspicuous suffering but not in removing the un- 
derlying conflict and the silent unhappiness. When the masochistic striving 
docs not find a cultural pattern or when it quantitatively exceeds the aver- 
age amount of masochism in the individual’s social group, the masochistic 
solution docs not even solve anything in relative terms. It springs from an 
unbearable situation, tends to overcome it, and leaves the individual caught 
in new suffering. If human behavior were always rational and purposeful, 
masochism would be as inexplicable as neurotic manifestations in general arc. 
This, however, is what the study of emotional and mental disturbances has 
taught us: that human behavior can be motivated by strivings which arc 
caused by anxiety or some other unbearable state of mind, that these strivings 
tend to overcome this emotional state and yet merely cover up its most visible 
manifestations, or not even these. Neurotic manifestations resemble the irra- 
tional behavior in a panic. Thus a man, trapped in a fire, stands at the window 
of his room and shouts for help, forgetting entirely that no one can hear 
him and that he could still escape by the staircase which will also be aflame in 
a few minutes. He shouts because he wants to be saved, and for the moment 
this behavior appears to be a step on the way to being saved — and yet it will 
end in complete catastrophe. In the same way the masochistic strivings arc 
caused by the desire to get rid of the individual self with all its shortcom- 
ings, conflicts, risks, doubts, and unbearable alonelcss, but they only succeed 
in removing the most noticeable pain or they even lead to greater suffering. 
The irrationality of masochism, as of all other neurotic manifestations, con- 
sists in the ultimate futility of the means adopted to solve an untenable emo- 
tional situation. 

These considerations refer to an important difference between neurotic 
and rational activity. In the latter the result corresponds to the motivation 
of an activity— one acts in order to attain a certain result. In neurotic strivings 
one acts from a compulsion which has essentially a negative character: to 
escape an unbearable situation. The strivings tend in a direction which only 
fictitiously is a solution. Actually the result is contradictory to what the 
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person wants to attain; the compulsion to get rid of an unbearable feeling 
was so strong that the person was unable to choose a line of action that 
could be a solution in any other but a fictitious sense. 

The implication of this for masochism is that the individual is driven by 
an unbearable feeling of alonencss and insignificance. He then attempts to 
overcome it by getting rid of his self (as a psychological, not as a physiolog- 
ical cMitity); his way to achieve this is to belittle himself, to suffer, to make 
himself utterly insignificant. But pain and sufTcring are not what he wants; 
pain and sulTenng are the price he pays for an aim which he compulsively 
tries to attain. The price is dear. He has to pay more and more and, like a 
[)eon, he only gels into greater debts without ever getting what he has 
paid for: inner peace and trancjuillity. 

I have sjioken of the masochistic perversion because it proves beyond 
iloiibt that suffering can be something sought for. However, in the masochis- 
tic perversion as little as in moral masochism suffering is not the real aim; in 
both lases it is the means to an aim: forgetting one's self. The difference be- 
tween the perversion and masochistic character traits lies essentially m the 
following: In the pei version the trend to get rid of one’s self is expressed 
through the medium of tfie body and linked up with sexual feelings. While 
111 moi.il m.isochism, (he masochistic trends get hold of the whole person and 
tend to destioy all the aims which the ego consciously tries to achieve, in the 
peiveision the masoihistic strivings are more or less rcstncteil to the physical 
realm; iiiorcoser l)v their amalgamatum witli sc\ they participate in the re- 
lease ol ihe u iision occurring in the sexual sphere and thus find some di- 
lea leh a sc. 

Ihe aiimhilatit)ii of the individual self and the attempt to overcome 
(hen hy the iinhearable feeling of povverlessness arc only one side of the mas- 
ojiistic siiivings. 'I he other side is the attempt to become a part of a bigger 
and moTe poweilul whole outside of oneself, to submerge and participate in 
It. 1 his power can be a person, an institution, (kkI, the nation, conscience, 
or .1 psychic lompulsion. By becoming part of a power which is fc’* as un- 
shak.ilih ^(Iong, eternal, and glamorous, one participates in its strength and 
gloi\. One sui lende rs one’s own .self and renounces all strength and pride 
connesteil wuh it, one loses one’s integrity as an individual and surrenders 
trecilom; Inn one gains a new .security and a new pride in the participation 
in the power in which one submerges. Hne gains also the security ag.iinst the 
torture of doiibi. 1 he masoihistic person, whether his master is an authority 
outside ot hinuell or whether he has internalized the master as conscience or 
a psychic Lompulsion. is saved from maki.ng decisions, saved from the final 
lesponsihihiy lor the late of his self, and thereby saved from the doubt of 
what ilccisKMi to make. He is also saved from the doubt of what the mean- 
ing ol his life is t>r who "he” is. Thc.se questions arc answered by the rela- 
tionship lo the power to which he has attached himself. The meaning of his 
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life and the identity of his self are determined by the greater whole into 
which the self has submerged. 

But what about ourselves? Is our own democracy threatened only by Fas- 
cism beyond the Atlantic or by the “fifth column” in our own ranks? If that 
were the case, the situation would be serious but not critical. Hut although 
foreign and internal threats of Fascism must be taken seriously, there is no 
greater mistake and no graver danger than not to see that in our own society 
we are faced with the same phenomenon that is fertile soil for the rise of Fas- 
cism anywhere: the insignificance and powerlessncss of the individual. 

This statement challenges the conventional belief that by freeing the indi- 
vidual from all external restraints modern democracy has achieved true 
individualism. We are proud that we are not subject to any external author- 
ity, that we are free to express our thoughts and feelings, and we rake it for 
granted that this freedom almost automatically guarantees fuir individu- 
ality. The right to express our thoughts, however, means something only if 
we are able to have thoughts of our own; freedom from external authority is 
a lasting gain only if the inner psychological conditions are such that we 
are able to establish our own individuality. Have we achieved that aim, 
or are we at least approaching it? This book deals with the human taclor; 
its task, therefore, is to analyze this very question critically. In discussing 
the two aspects of freedom for modern man, we have pointed t)Ut the 
economic conditions that make for increasing isolation and povverlessness 
of the individual in our era; in discussing the psychological results we 
have shown that this powcrlessness leads either to the kind of escape that 
we find in the authoritarian character, or else to a compulsive conforming in 
the process of which the isolated individual becomes an automaton, loses his 
self, and yet at the same time consciously conceives of himself as fiee and 
subject only to himself. 

It is important to consider how our culture fosters this tendency to con- 
form, even though there is space for only a few (nitstanrling examples. 
The suppression of spontaneous feelings, and thereby of the development of 
genuine individuality, starts very early, as a matter of fact, with the earliest 
training of a child. This is not to say that training must inevitably lead to 
suppression of spontaneity if the real aim of education is to further the inner 
independence and individuality of the child, its growth and integrity. The 
restrictions which such a kind of education may have to impose upon the 
growing child are only transitory measures that really support the process of 
growth and expansion. In our culture, however, education too often results 
in the elimination of spontaneity and in the substitution of original psychic 
acts by superimposed feelings, tho ights, and wishes. (Hy original I do 
not mean, let me repeat, that an idea has not been thought before by some- 
one else, but that it originates in the individual, that itiisgfi^eNdt’of hlisAitfraic 
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activity and in this sense is his thought.) To choose one illustration some- 
what arbitrarily, one of the earliest suppressions of feelings concerns hostility 
and dislike. To start with, most children have a certain measure of hostility 
and rebelliousness as a result of their conflicts with a surrounding world 
that tends to block their expansiveness and to which, as the weaker opponent, 
they usually have to yield. It is one of the essential aims of the educational 
process to eliminate this antagonistic reaction. The methods are different; 
they vary from threats and punishments, which frighten the child, to the 
subtler methods of bribery or “explanations,” which confuse the child and 
make him give up his hostility. The child starts with giving up the very 
Iccling itself. Together with that, he is taught to suppress the awareness of 
hostility and insincerity in others; sometimes this is not entirely easy, since 
eluldren have a capacity for noticing such negative qualities in others with- 
out being so easily deceived by words as adults usually are. They still dis 
like somebody “for no good reason” — except the very good one that they feel 
tlie hostility, or insincerity, radiating from that person. This reaction is soon 
discouraged; it does not take long for the child to reach the “maturity” of 
the average adult and to lose the sense of discrimination between a decent 
person and a scoundrel, as long as the latter has not committed some 
flagrant act. 

On the other hand, early in his education, the child is taught to have 
feelings that are not at all “his”; particularly is he taught to like people, to be 
uncritically friendly to them, and to smile. What education may not have ac- 
complished is usually done by social pressure in later life. If you do not smile 
you aic judged lacking in a “pleasing personality” — and you need to have 
a pleasing personality if you want to sell your services, whether as a wait- 
ress, a salesman, or a physician. Only those at the bottom of the social pyra- 
mid, who sell nothing but their physical labor, and those at the very top do 
not need to be particularly “pleasant.” Friendliness, cheerfulness, and every- 
thing that a smile is supposed to express, become automatically responses 
which one turns on and off hke an electric switch.” 

What then is the meaning of freedom for modern man.^ 

He has become free from the externa! bonds that would prevent him 
from doing and thinking as he sees fit. He would be free to act according to 
his own will, if he knew what he wanted, thought, and felt. But he docs 
not know. He conforms to anonymous authorities and adopts a self which is 

* As one tflliiiR illustr.uion of the commercialization of friendliness I should like to cite For- 
tunes report on ‘ I he Howard }ohn$on Restaurants.” (Fortune, September, 1940, p. 96.) John- 
wn employs a forte of "shoppers" who go from restaurant to restaurant to watch for lapses- 
Since c\er> thing i\ cooked on the premises according to standard recipes and measurements 
issuetl by tlic home oflice. the intpector knows how large a portion of steak he should receive 
and how the vcgct.ible should taste. He also knows how long it should take for the dinner to 
be scrvcil and he knows the exaet degree ot friendliness that should be shown by the hostess 
and the waitress." 
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not his. The more he does this, the more powerless he feels, the more he is 
forced to conform. In spite of a veneer of optimism and initiative, modern 
man is overcome by a profound feeling of powerlessness which makes him 
gaze toward approaching catastrophes as though he were paralyzed. 

Looked at superficially, people appear to function well enough in eco- 
nomic and social life; yet it would be dangerous to overlook the deep-seated 
unhappiness behind that comforting veneer. If life loses its meaning because’ 
it is not lived, man becomes desperate. People do not die quietly from physi- 
cal starvation; they do not die quietly from psychic starvation either. If we 
look only at the economic needs as far as the “normal” person is concerned, 
if we do not see the unconscious suffering of the average automatized per- 
son, then we fail to see the danger that threatens our culture from its human 
basis: the readiness to accept any ideology and any leader, if only he promises 
excitement and offers a political structure and symbols which allegedly give 
meaning and order to an individual’s life. The despair of the human autom- 
aton is fertile soil for the political purposes of Fascism. 

Docs our analysis lend itself to the conclusion that there is an inevitable 
circle that leads from freedom into new dependence? Docs freedom from 
all primary tics make the individual so alone and isolated that inevitably he 
must escape into new bondage? Arc independence and freedom identical 
with isolation and fear? Or is there a state of positive freedom in which the 
individual exists as an independent self and yet is not isolated but united 
with the world, with other men, and nature? 

We believe that there is a positive answer, that the process of growing 
freedom docs not constitute a vicious circle, and that man can be free and 
yet not alone, critical and yet not filled with doubts, independent and yet an 
integral part of mankind. This freedom man can attain by the realization of 
his self, by being himself. What is realization of the self? Idealistic philoso- 
phers have believed that self-realization can be achieved by intellectual in- 
sight alone. They have insisted upon splitting human personality, so that 
man’s nature may be suppressed and guarded by his reason. The result of 
this split, however, has been that not only the emotional life of man but also 
his intellectual faculties have been crippled. Reason, by becoming a guard 
set to watch its prisoner, nature, has become a prisoner itself; and thus both 
sides of human personality, reason and emotion, were crippled. We believe 
that the realization of the self is accomplished not only by an act of think- 
ing but also by the realization of man’s total personality, by the active expres- 
sion of his emotional and intellectual potentialities. These potentialities are 
present in everybody; they become real only to the extent to which they are 
expressed. In other words, positive freedom consists in the spontaneous 
activity of the total, integrated personality. 

We approach here one of the most difficult problems of psychology: the 
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problem ot spontaneity. An attempt to discuss this problem adequately would 
require another volume. However, on the basis of what we have said so far, 
it is possible to arrive at an understanding of the essential quality of spontane- 
ous activity by means of contrast. Spontaneous activity is not compulsive ac- 
tivity, to which the individual is driven by his isolation and powerlcssness; 
it is not the activity of the automaton, which is the uncritical adoption of 
patterns suggested from the outside. Spontaneous activity is free activity of 
the self and implies, psychologically, what the Latin root of the word, sponte, 
means literally: of one’s free will. By activity we do not mean “doing some- 
thing,” hut the quality of creative activity that can operate in one’s emo- 
tional, intellectual, and sensuous experiences and in one’s will as well. One 
premise for this spontaneity is the acceptance of the total personality and 
the elimination of the split between “reason” and “nature”; for only if 
man d(jes not repress essential parts of his self, only if he has become trans- 
parent to himself, and only if the different spheres of life have reached a 
fundamental integration, is spontaneous activity possible. 

While spontaneity is a relatively rare phenomenon in our culture, we are 
not entirely devoid of it. In order to help in the understanding of this point, 

I should like to remind the reader of some instances where we all catch a 
glimpse of spontaneity. 

In the first place, we know of individuals who are — or have been — spon- 
taneous, whose thinking, feeling, and acting were the expression of their 
selves, and not of an automaton. These individuals are mostly known to us 
as artists. As a matter of fact, the artist can be defined as an individual who 
can express himself spontaneously. If this were the definition of an artist — 
Balzac defined him just in that way — then certain philosophers and sci- 
entists have to be called artists too, while others are as different from them 
as an old-fashioned photographer from a creative painter. There arc other 
individuals who, though lacking the ability — or perhaps merely the training 
—for expressing themselves in an objective medium as the artist does, possess 
the same spontaneity. The position of the artist is vulnerable, though, for it is 
really only the successful artist whose individuality or spontaneity is re- 
spected; if he does not succeed in selling his art, he remains to his con- 
temporaries a crank, a “neurotic.” The artist in this matter is in a similar 
position to that of the revolutionary throughout history. The successful 
revolutionary is a statesman, the unsuccessful one a criminal. 

Small children olTcr another instance of spontaneity. They have an ability 
to feel and think ihat which is really theirs; this spontaneity shows in what 
they say and think, in the feelings that arc expressed in their faces. If one 
asks what makes for the attraction small children have for most people I be- 
lieve that, aside from sentimental and conventional reasons, the answer must 
be that it is this very quality of sjx)ntancity. It appeals profoundly to every- 
one who is not so dead himself that he has lost the ability to perceive it. As 
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a matter of fact, there is nothing more attractive and convincing than spon- 
taneity whether it is to be found in a child, in an artist, or in those individuals 
who cannot thus be grouped according to age or profession. 

Most of us can observe at least moments of our own spontaneity which 
are at the same time moments of genuine happiness. Whether it be the 
fresh and spontaneous perception of a landscape, or the dawning of some 
truth as the result of our thinking, or a sensuous pleasure that is not stereo- 
typed, or the welling up of love for another person — in these moments we 
all know what a spontaneous act is and may have some vision of what 
human life could be if these experiences were not such rare and uncultivated 
occurrences. 

Why is spontaneous activity the answer to the problem of freedom? We 
have said that negative freedom by itself makes the individual an isolated 
being, whose relationship to the world is distant and distrustful and whose 
self is weak and constantly threatened. Spontaneous activity is the one way 
in which man can overcome the terror of aloneness without sacrificing 
the integrity of his self; for in the spontaneous realization of the self man 
unites himself anew with the world — with man, nature, and himself. 
Love is the foremost component of such spontaneity; not love as the disso- 
lution of the self in another person, not love as the possession of another 
person, but love as spontaneous affirmation of others, as the union of the in- 
dividual with others on the basis of the preservation of the individual self. 
The dynamic quality of love lies in this very polarity: that it springs from 
the need of overcoming separateness, that it leads to oneness — and yet that 
individuality is not eliminated. Work is the other component; not work 
as a compulsive activity in order to escape aloneness, not work as a relation- 
ship to nature which is partly one of dominating her, partly one of worship 
of and enslavement by the very products of man’s hands, but work as creation 
in which man becomes one with nature in the act of creation. What holds 
true of love and work holds true of all spontaneous action, whether it be 
the realization of sensuous pleasure or participation in the political life of 
the community. It affirms the individuality of the self and at the same time 
it unites the self with man and nature. The basic dichotomy that is inherent 
in freedom — the birth of individuality and the pain of aloneness — is dissolved 
on a higher plane by man’s spontaneous action. 

In all spontaneous activity the individual embraces the world. Not only 
does his individual self remain intact; it becomes stronger and more so- 
lidified. For the self is as strong as it is active. There is no genuine strength in 
possession as such, neither of material property nor of mental qualities like 
emotions or thoughts. There is also no strength in use and manipulation 
of objects; what we use is not ours simply because we use it. Ours is only that 
to which we are genuinely related by our creative activity, be it a person or 
an inanimate object. Only those qualities that result from our spontaneous 
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activity give strength to the self and thereby form the basis of its integrity. 
The inability to act spontaneously, to express what one genuinely feels and 
thinks, and the resulting necessity to present a pseudo self to others and one- 
self, are the root of the feeling of inferiority and weakness. Whether or not 
we are aware of it, there is nothing of which we arc more ashamed than 
of not being ourselves, and there is nothing that gives us greater pride and 
happiness than to think, to feel, and to say what is ours. 

This implies that what matters is the activity as such, the process and not 
the result. In our culture the emphasis is just the reverse. We produce not 
for a concrete satisfaction but for the abstract purpose of selling our com- 
modity; we feel that we can acquire everything material or immaterial by 
buying it, and thus things become ours independently of any creative effort 
of our own in relation to them. In the same way we regard our personal quali- 
ties and the result of our efforts as commodities that can be sold for money, 
prestige, and power. The emphasis thus shifts from the present satisfaction of 
creative activity to the value of the finished product. Thereby man misses the 
only satisfaction that can give him real happiness — the experience of the 
activity of the present moment — and chases after a phantom that leaves him 
disappointed as soon as he believes he has caught it — the illusory happiness 
called success. 

If the individual realizes his self by spontaneous activity and thus relates 
himself to the world, he ceases to be an isolated atom; he and the world be- 
come part of one structuralized whole; he has his rightful place, and thereby 
his doubt concerning himself and the meaning of life disappears. This 
doubt sprang from his separateness and from the thwarting of life; when 
he can live, neither compulsively nor automatically but spontaneously, the 
doubt disappears. He is aware of himself as an active and creative individ- 
ual and recognizes that there is only one meaning of life: the act of living 
itself. 

If the individual overcomes the basic doubt concerning himself and his 
place in life, if he is related to the world by embracing it in the act of spontane- 
ous living, he gains strength as an individual and he gains security. This 
security, however, differs from the security that characterizes the preindi- 
vidualist state in the same way in which the new relatedness to the world 
differs from that of the primary ties. The new security is not rooted in the 
[)rotcction which the individual has from a higher power outside of himself; 
neither is it a security in which the tragic quality of life is eliminated. The 
new security is dynamic; it is not based on protection, but on man’s spontane- 
ous activity. It is the security acquired each moment by man’s spontaneous 
activity. It is the security that only freedom can give, that needs no illusions 
because it has eliminated those conditions that necessitate illusions. 

Positive freedom as the realization of the self implies the full affirma- 
tion of the uniqueness of the individual. Men are born equal but they are 
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also born different. The basis of this difference is the inherited equipment, 
physiological and mental, with which they start life, to which is added the 
particular constellation of circumstances and experiences that they meet with. 
This individual basis of the personality is as little identical with any other as 
two organisms are ever identical physically. The genuine growth of the self 
is always a growth on this particular basis; it is an organic growth, the un-’ 
folding of a nucleus that is peculiar for this one person and only for him. 
The development of the automaton, in contrast, is not an organic growth. 
The growth of the basis of the self is blocked and a pseudo self is superim- 
posed upon this self, which is — ^as we have seen — essentially the incorpora- 
tion of extraneous patterns of thinking and feeling. Organic growth is possi- 
ble only under the condition of supreme respect for the peculiarity of the self 
of other persons as well as of our own self. This respect for and cultiva- 
tion of the uniqueness of the self is the most valuable achievement of human 
culture and it is this very achievement that is in danger today. 

The uniqueness of the self in no way contradicts the principle of equality. 
The thesis that men are born equal implies that they all share the same fun- 
damental human qualities, that they share the basic fate of human beings, 
that they all have the same inalienable claim on freedom and happiness. It 
furthermore means that their relationship is one of solidarity, not one of 
domination-submission. What the concept of equality does not mean is that 
all men are alike. Such a concept of equality is derived from the role that the 
individual plays in his economic activities today. In the relation the man who 
buys and the one who sells, the concrete differences of personality are elimi- 
nated. In this situation only one thing matters, that the one has something to 
sell and the other has money to buy it. In economic life one man is not dif- 
ferent from another; as real persons they are, and the cultivation of their 
uniqueness is the essence of individuality. 

Positive freedom also implies the principle that there is no higher power 
than this unique individual self, that man is the center and purpose of his 
life; that the growth and realization of man’s individuality is an end that can 
never be subordinated to purposes which are supposed to have greater dig- 
nity. This interpretation may arouse serious objections. Does it not postulate 
unbridled egotism ? Is it not the negation of the idea of sacrifice for an ideal ? 
Would its acceptance not lead to anarchy.? These questions have actually al- 
ready been answered, partly explicitly, partly implicitly, during our previous 
discussion. However, they are too important for us not to make another at- 
tempt to clarify the answers and to avoid misunderstanding. 

To say that man should not be subject to anything higher than himself 
does not deny the dignity of ideals. On the contrary, it is the strongest af 
firmation of ideals. It forces us, however, to a critical analysis of what an 
ideal is. One is generally apt today to assume that an ideal is any aim whose 
achievement does not implv material gain, anything for which a person is 
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ready to sacrifice egotistical ends. This is a purely psychological — and for that 
matter relativistic— concept of an ideal. From this subjectivist viewpoint a 
Fascist, who is driven by the desire to subordinate himself to a higher power 
and at the same time to overpower other people, has an ideal just as much as 
the man who fights for human equality and freedom. On this basis the prob- 
lem of ideals can never be solved. 

We must recognize the difference between genuine and fictitious ideals, 
which is just as fundamental a difference as that between truth and false- 
hood. All genuine ideals have one thing in common : they express the desire 
for something which is not yet accomplished but which is desirable for the 
purposes of the growth and happiness of the individual.® We may not always 
know what serves this end, we may disagree about the function of this or 
that ideal in terms of human development, but this is no reason for a relativ- 
ism which says that we cannot know what furthers life or what blocks it. We 
arc not always sure which food is healthy and which is not, yet we do not 
conclude that we have no way whatsoever of recognizing poison. In the same 
way we can know, if we want to, what is poisonous for mental life. We know 
that poverty, intimidation, isolation, are directed against life; that everything 
that serves freedom and furthers the courage and strength to be oneself is for 
life. What is good or bad for man is not a metaphysical question, but an em- 
pirical one that can be answered on the basis of an analysis of man’s nature 
and the effect which certain conditions have on him. 

But what about “ideals” like those of the Fascists which are definitely di- 
rected against life? How can we understand the fact that men are following 
these false ideals as fervently as others are following true ideals.? The answer 
to this question is provided by certain psychological considerations. The phe- 
nomenon of masochism shows us that men can be drawn to the experiencing 
of suffering or submission. There is no doubt that suffering submission, or 
suicide is the antithesis of positive aims of living. Yet these aims can be sub- 
jectively experienced as gratifying and attractive. This attraction to what is 
harmful in life is the phenomenon which more than any other deserves the 
name of a pathological perversion. Many psychologists have assumed that 
the experience of pleasure and the avoidance of pain is the only legitimate 
principle guiding human action; but dynamic psychology can show that the 
subjective experience of pleasure is not a sufficient criterion for the value of 
certain behavior in terms of human happiness. The analysis of masochistic 
phenomena is a case in point. Such analysis shows that the sensation of pleas- 
ure can be the result of a pathological perversion and proves as little about the 
objective meaning of the experience as the sweet taste* of a poison would 
prove about its function for the organism.* We thus come to define a genu- 

|Cf. Max Otto, The Human Enterprise, T. S. Croft, New York, 1940. Chaps. IV and V. 

‘The question discussed here leads to a point of great significance which I want at least to 
mention: that problems of ethics can be clarified by dynamic psychology. Psychologists will only 
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inc ideal as any aim which furthers the growth, freedom, and happiness of 
the self, and to define as fictitious ideals those compulsive and irrational 
aims which subjectively are attractive experiences (like the drive for submis- 
Sion), but which actually arc harmful to life. Once we accept this definition. 
It follows that a genuine ideal is not some veiled force superior to the individ- 
ual, but that it is the articulate expression of utmost affirmation of the self. 
Any ideal which is in contrast to such affirmation proves by this very fact 
that it is not an ideal but a pathological sin. 

From here we come to another question, that of sacrifice. Does our defini- 
tion of freedom as nonsubmission to any higher power exclude sacrifices, in- 
cluding the sacrifice of one’s life.? 

This is a particularly important question today, when Fascism procLaims 
self-sacrifice as the highest virtue and impresses many people with its ideal- 
istic character. The answer to this question follows logically from what has 
been said so far. There are two entirely different types of sacrifice. It is one 
of the tragic facts of life that the demands of our physical self and the aims of 
our mental self can conflict; that actually we may have to sacrifice our physi- 
cal self in order to assert the integrity of our spiritual self. This sacrifice will 
never lose its tragic quality. Death is never sweet, not even if it is suffered 
for the highest ideal. It remains unspeakably bitter, and still it can be the 
utmost assertion of our individuality. Such sacrifice is fundamentally differ- 
ent from the “sacrifice” which Fascism preaches. There, sacrifice is not the 
highest price man may have to pay to assert his self, but it is an aim in itself. 
This masochistic sacrifice sees the fulfillment of life in its very negation, in 
the annihilation of the self. It is only the supreme expression of what Fas- 
cism aims at in all its ramifications— the annihilation of the individual self 
and its utter submission to a higher power. It is the perversion of true sacrifice 
as much as suicide is the utmost perversion of life. True sacrifice presupposes 
an uncompromising wish for spiritual integrity. The sacrifice of those who 
have lost it only covers up their moral bankruptcy. 

One last objection is to be met: If individuals are allowed to act freely in 
the sense of spontaneity, if they acknowledge no higher authority than them- 
selves, will anarchy be the inevitable result.? In so far as the word anarchy 
stands for heedless egotism and destructiveness, the determining factor de- 
pends upon one’s understanding of human nature. I can only refer to what 
has been pointed out in the chapter dealing with mechanisms of escape: that 
man is neither good nor bad; that life has an inherent tendency to grow, to 
expand, to express potentialities; that if life is thwarted, if the individual is 

be helpful in this direction when they can sec the relevance of moral problems for the under- 
standing of personality. Any psychology, including Freud's, which treats such problems in terms 
of the pleasure principle, fails to unuei stand one important sector of personality and leaves the 
field to dogmatic and unempirical doctrines of morality. The analysis of self-love, masochistic 
sacrifice, and ideals as offered in this book provides illustrations for this field of psychology and 
ethics that warrant further development. 
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isolated and overcome by doubt or a feeling of aloneness and powerkssness, 
then he is driven to destructiveness and craving for power or submission. Jf 
human freedom is established as freedom to, if man can realize his self fully 
and uncompromisingly, the fundamental cause for his asocial drives will 
have disappeared and only a sick and abnormal individual will be dan- 
gerous. This freedom has never been realized in the history of mankind, yet 
It has been an idea/ to which mankind h^s stuck even if h was often expressed 
in abstruse and irrational forms. There is no reason to wonder why the rec- 
ord of history shows so much cruelty and destructiveness. If there is any- 
thing to be surprised at— and encouraged by— I believe it is the fact that the 
human race, in spite of all that has happened to men, has retained — and ac- 
tually developed — such qualities of dignity, courage, decency, and kindness 
as we find them throughout history and in countless individuals today. 


SAMUEL H. FLOWERMAN 
6. The Authoritarian Personality* 


Findings of recent scientific investigations reveal that the real menace to 
democracy is not the brutal dictator but the anonymous man-in-the-crowd on 
whose support the dictator depends for power. Social scientists have found 
that this nameless individual is not a creation of the dictator but a ready- 
made “authoritarian personality” — a person whose family background and 
social environment have made him peculiarly attuned to anti-democratic 
beliefs. It requires authoritative personalities to take hold of authoritarian 
ideas; it takes authoritarian personalities — thousands and even millions of 
them — to build an authoritarian state. 

Concern about authority and the relationship between the ruler and the 
ruled is not new. It runs through the fabric of recorded history of civiliza- 
tion. Philosophers and poets — from at least as far back as ancient Egypt and 
Greece to present-day Existentialists — have wrestled with the dilemma of 
how to attain the highest level of development of the individual within 
some system of order governing man’s relation to man. In the United States 
a spate of studies about various aspects of personality development has been 
going forward for several decades. And research workers, most of them 
trained here, have been conducting studies in post-war Germany in an effort 
to understand why a people will produce, nurture and follow a dictator. 
The bulk of these inquiries tend to yield somewhat consistent results: there is 
something special, something different about the “authoritarian man.” 

• The New Yorh Times Magazine (April 23, 1950). By permissioa. 
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Perhaps the most detailed study of all time in this field was made by a team 
of social psychologists in California, working for almost five vears. They re- 
cently completed an investigation of the democratic and anti-democratic ideas 
and attitudes of the American man-in-thc-crowd, seeking keys to their origin. 
Teams from other parts of the country have added to their findings. The Cal- 
ifornia group— T. W. Adorno, Else Frenkel-Brunswik, Max Horkheimer, 
Daniel Levinson and R. Nevitt Sanford — interviewed and tested more than 
two thousand persons in the San Francisco Bay area, Los Angeles, Portland, 
Ore., and Washington, D. C. 

Among the groups tested were factory workers, officer candidates in a mar- 
itime training school, veterans, members of service clubs (Rotarians and 
Kiwanis), office workers, male inmates of a priso.:, members of parent- 
teacher associations, out-patients in a psychiatric clinic, church groups and 
college students. 

While the California study is not a statistical study but rather examines 
various groups psychologically, it was found that authoritarian men did 
exist in many groups and in many places. Based on the California study and 
other readings and observations over a number of years, social scientists feel 
that it can be said that about lo per cent of the population of the United States 
probably consists of “authoritarian men and women” while as many as an- 
other 20 per cent have within them the seeds that can grow into authoritar- 
ianism. 

Lest the conclusion be drawn that there are only two kinds of people, au- 
thoritarians and anti-authoritarians, it should be said that the social scientists’ 
findings rate persons on a scale from very low to very high, as regards their 
authoritarian tendencies, with perhaps the bulk of the population clustered 
around the middle. 

From the findings of the California study has emerged this composite psy- 
chological portrait of the Authoritarian Man: 

He is a supreme conformist. The Authoritarian Man conforms to the nth 
degree to middle-class ideas and ideals and to authority. But conforming is 
no voluntary act for him ; it is compulsive and irrational. It is an attempt to 
find security by merging with the herd, by submitting to some higher power 
or authority. Not only does he feel compelled to submit; he wants others to 
submit, too. He cannot run the risk of being different and cannot tolerate 
difference in anyone else. 

In a mild form, such compulsive submission to authority may find a Casper 
Milquetoast chewing each mouthful of food thirty times because some bogus 
health expert has said he should. In its extreme form it finds people reduced 
to sheep, herded into marking “yes” on ballots that do not have “no,” bleat- 
ing “Hcil!” to the commands of a Hitler, and doing his bidding even when 
it means oppressing, even killing, other people. 

Authoritarians see the world and its inhabitants as menacing and ui>* 
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friendly. Being so threatened, so anxiety ridden, they must seek security 
somehow, somewhere. The best security for the authoritarian is to surrender 
to a powerful authority. He agrees, for example, that “What the world needs 
is a strong leader”; and “There arc two kinds of people, the weak and the 
strong.” 

To him, life is a power system into which he must fit. He doesn’t have to 
wield the power himself so long as he can be near power, sharing it vicari- 
ously. It is this latter tendency which makes the authoritarian such a good 
camp-follower. 

But the authoritarian is a loyal camp-follower only so long as the leader 
remains strong. Let the leader falter, let him be defeated; then, “Down with 
the old, up with the new.” 

So today in Germany many people agree that Hitler was bad, but only be- 
cause he was unsuccessful in the long run; their basic way of life is still au- 
thoritarian — they simply await a new, stronger, more powerful leader. 

He is rigid and shows limited imagination. He is a mechanical man, a kind 
of robot who reacts to only a limited number of ideas and can’t be budged 
out of the channels in which he has been conditioned to operate. This doesn’t 
mean that the Authoritarian Man is a person of low intelligence; but it does 
mean that his personality restricts his intelligence and imagination. He is 
geticrally incapable of figuring out alternate solutions to problems. 

The extent to which this rigidity operates was demonstrated by Dr. Milton 
Rokeach, a junior member of the California team and now at Michigan State 
(>)llege. Dr. Rokeach worked out a series of simple problems in arithmetic 
and map reading. He presented these problems to groups of adults and chil- 
dren whose authoritarianism had already been determined. All the people in 
the experiment were taught to solve the problems by using a complicated 
method, but nothing was said about other, easier, solutions; they were sim- 
ply instructed to get the right answers. As Dr. Rokeach’s guinea pigs con- 
tinued to work down the list of problems they soon reached a series of exam- 
ples that could be solved either the hard way or very simply. Authoritarians 
continued to solve the problems the hard way. The non-authoritarians shifted 
readily to the easy solutions — they were able to use more channels. 

He is herd-minded. And to be herd-minded— “ethnocentric,” is the scien- 
tists’ term — implies being prejudiced. To the authoritarian, people who are 
— or seem to be — different are strange, uncanny and threatening, although 
they may be few in number and unimportant in influence. He tends to exalt 
his own group and reject members of other groups. (To be sure, there arc 
some exceptions to this praise of one’s own group. Sometimes members of 
minority groups take over the prejudices of the majority groups and engage 
in what psychologists call “self-hate.”) 

The person who dislikes one “out-group” generally dislikes many other 
“out-groups.” In this respect he is like the hay-fever victim, who is usually 
allergic to more than one kind of pollen. 
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The authoritarian puts neat— and often false— labels jn people. In his 
group he may see individuals; outside his own group he sees only masses or 
types. So he will frequently say of members of “minority” groups that “that 
kind” is “lazy,” “sex-crazy,” “dishonest in business,” “money-mad,” “smelly,” 
and so on. What is more, he tends to see “them” everywhere. 

He is a phony conservative. He waves the flag, he sounds like a patriot, but 
at heart hates the very traditions and institutions he professes to love. In his 
most rabid form the phony conservative is the anti-democratic agitator who is 
more destructively radical than the radicals he claims he is attacking. 

The California team distinguishes between the true conservative and the 
phony conservative. The true conservative may be patriotic, believe in Ameri- 
can traditions and institutions and support their continued existence; he may 
also believe in a laissez-faire economy. But he is also for giving every in- 
dividual an equal “break” regardless of his group membership. And it is in 
regard to this last point that the true conservative can be distinguished from 
the counterfeit flag-waver. 

He is a moral purist. The authoritarian frowns on sensuality, a trait he is 
ready to find in members of other groups. He regards his own group as mor- 
ally pure. Authoritarian men — and women — tend to agree, for example, that 
no “decent man” would marry an unchaste woman. Even male prisoners 
jailed for sex crimes support statements condemning sex crimes; and they 
are also more conforming, more anti-Semitic, more anti-Negro, and more 
pseudo-conservative than their fellow-prisoners. 

It would be a grave mistake to regard the authoritarian as a lunatic or 
freak, although doubtless there are such extreme cases. If anything, the dem- 
ocratic person may appear outwardly to be less well-adjusted because he “in- 
ternalizes” his problems to a greater degree and blames himself for many of 
his difficulties. The authoritarian “externalizes” his problems and blames 
other people and other forces. On the surface, the authoritarian may seem to 
be less troubled, but this is often because he has buried his smoldering re- 
sentment and hostility within himself. 

By contrast with his opposite the extremely democratic personality is a 
man with a mind of his own; he is a flexible individual, adjusting readily to 
new situations. He is sensitive to the part he plays in conflicting situations 
and he is ready to take responsibility for his own behavior. 

The model anti-authoritarian tends to like all sorts of people regardless of 
whether they are members of his group. He is without prejudice against reli- 
gious or racial minorities. He regards persons as individuals, not types. Nor 
is he inclined to judge the moral standards of others. It is easy for him to sec 
some good in the world and some hope for its future. Most important, he 
refuses to surrender his individuality to a “big shot,” although he may sub- 
mit to rational authority by choice when he believes that such authority is 
based upon equality, superior ability, and cooperation, and that it is subject to 
dismissal for a job badly done. 
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The findings of these studies suggest that people are not deliberately and 
systematically taught the ABC’s of authoritarianism. Authoritarianism is a 
term which describes personality; and personality is developed in the cruci- 
ble of inter-personal relationships, the most important of which is the rela- 
tionship between parent and child. 

As a child the typical authoritarian was usually subjected to harsh disci- 
pline and was given little affection in a home in which the father was a tough 
boss. In such a home children must “knuckle under” and submit. There is 
little opportunity to disagree and to act as an individual. Fear rules, and par- 
ents and other figures of authority are regarded as menacing, punitive and 
overpowering. This fear, based on the inability to disagree, is carried over 
into adult life; when the opportunity to assert one’s self occurs, it is seized by 
way of compensation. The slave of one generation becomes the domineering 
master of the next generation. 


On the other hand, as a child the democratic individual most often grew 
up in a home where the mother had much to say. Children in these families 
knew affection and had a feeling that they counted as individuals. They ex- 
ercised the right to disagree, although often not without confiict and guilt. 
As adults they regard their parents as flesh-and-blood characters with the 
traits of rea people. In childhood, the democratic person was able to choose 
equality and independence instead of blind, passive submission. As an adult, 
t e democratic person is not so easily pushed around because he has no com- 
puLsive need, based on fear, to submit to the authority of the “big shot.” 

To be sure, there arc reasons for the development of authoritarian personal- 
ities which are not to be found in the home. There are the major environ- 
mental upheavals— depressions and unemployment, inflations, wars, earth- 
quakes, revolutions, floods— which alter ways of living and believing. There 
arc also the chance experiences which an individual encounters in a lifetime. 
Sometimes the harshness of a child’s home may be offset by kindly teachers, 
detent playmates, and other significant figures who treat the child affection- 
ately as an individual. Sometimes a child grows up in such a way as to be 
able to throw off the effects of his slavery. 

But these rebels are perhaps the exception, whereas the slave personality 

f r - ^“‘horitarian home! 

. rtainly research hndings indicate that so far the key to the difference be- 
tsveen the authoritarian and democratic personalities lies in the relationshin 
^.ween parents and children. Learning to disagree with one’s parents may 
be the capstone of a democratic personality. ^ 

How great is the threat of authoritarian development in this country? 
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against Negro boxers in favor of white boxers. Players and spectators “razz” 
baseball umpires. Radio programs and movies make fun of cops, school 
teachers and principals, and especially fathers. 

American homes are mother-oriented— and if anything— child-dominated. 
Women control the family purse strings of America, handle immediate prob- 
lems of discipline, and are favored by over-sentimentality in a Victorian sense. 

We have an American creed of fair play, 'of equality, and of upward mobil- 
ity among social and economic classes. We are an individualistic, freedom- 
loving, rational, practical people. Americans are suspicious of flag-waving and 
of military authority. 

Yet there are those who note that our American creed is “honored more in 
the breach than in the observance.” Wide gaps separate what we claim to be- 
lieve and what we feel and do. Like any national group, we are susceptible 
to anti-democratic ideologies; we have authoritarian personalities among 
us. 

To develop freer personalities — personalities less susceptible to authoritar- 
ian ideas — we must learn how to select better teachers and to train them bet- 
ter; we must see them as engineers of human relations instead of instructors 
of arithmetic and spelling. We must reach parents so that they can learn the 
importance of affection and equality in the home. Mental health programs 
must be developed to help people become belter parents. And laws, as social 
controls, can serve the useful purpose of limiting the effects of bigots and 
bringing the force of authority — which they frequently fear and have to sub- 
mit to — to bear upon them. 

Another source of enlightenment is to be found in our colleges and uni- 
versities. Stimulated by the studies of authoritarian personality, scores of 
graduate students all over the country are pursuing research projects in hu- 
man relations. Already the knowledge which comes from such research is 
reaching students in schools and colleges throughout the United States, and 
is beginning to reach scholars and students in France, England, Belgium and 
Italy. 

There are many healthy signs in America today. Love has chased the be- 
haviorists from the nursery; modern parents are less ashamed of loving their 
children. We regard juvenile delinquency as a social problem rather than an 
ordinary criine. Alcoholism has been the subject of research and humane 
treatment. Colleges turn down large bequests containing discriminatory 
clauses. Movies about such social problems as prejudice have increased in 
number and improved in quality (and have made money at the box office). 
Eight states have laws barring discrimination in employment. Three states 
bar discrimination in higher education. 

These signs herald a future in which there may be fewer authoritarians, 
for they tend to check the authoritarian personality at its source and aim to 
make the American background more fruitful for the development of its an- 
tagonist, the democratic man and woman. 
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THE RIGHT TO REBEL 


One of the stereotypes that will die, if at all, a slow 
death is the “conservative Englishman.” The English could not be really con- 
servative even if they tried. 

In the sixteenth century they were the first (and only) major nation to 
break away from the authority of the Roman Church — then as now a pillar 
of conservatism in theology and politics. The other great nations of that era 
of religious revolt, the Spanish, French, and Italians, extirpated the seeds of 
protest with hot iron, if necessary. The Germans could not, as on other occa- 
sions, make up their minds how to save their souls. This first major revolu- 
tion in the life of the English people is so important because, more perhaps 
than any other event in their history, it made English nationality conscious 
of itself. As elsewhere, war and nationalism were closely linked, and the 
English struggle against the Roman Church and its loyal monarchies, Spain 
and France, sharpened the awareness of the English that they were a people 
with a destiny of their own. 

In the seventeenth century the English scored no better on conservative 
respectability. To cut off one king’s head and to exile another monarch in 
one century is not a bad record, however one interprets the ideal of radical 
democracy. Since that time the British have not been so spectacular — they 
did not have to be. Try as they may, they can never hope to regain their 
“political innocence.” 

The “Glorious Revolution” of 1688 established, once and for all, the prin- 
ciple of parliamentary sovereignty in England. Twice in forty years the will 
of the people had triumphed over the will of the king. 

In 1690 John Locke published Tu/o Treatises of Government, in which he 
formulated, clearly and briefly, the classical theory of representative govern- 
ment. What makes the Two Treatises remarkable is that they are more than 
an apologia for the revolution in 1688. Unlike most political writers, Locke 
was able to perceive what lay behind the events of his own age. In particular, 
he insisted that popular consent was the sole legitimate basis of government, 
and that revolution was, under predictable circumstances, a natural and justi 
fiable remedy in defending liberty. Before Locke, respectable people had ab- 
horred rebellion as a form of sporadic, untamed, mob violence, iriegitimate 
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in origin and incapable of achieving any moral good. To impose upon powei 
the necessity of justifying its very existence, not by reference to divine grace, 
nor to tradition, nor to sheer force, but through the freely given consent of 
the people who alone were to judge their rulers, was one of the most revolu- 
tionary and potentially most civilizing acts of the human mind. When Locke 
declared the arbitrary autocrat an outcast and the people in rebellion against 
him as the defenders of the law, he gave new meanings to the words “law” 
and “rebellion.” His insistence that there is a law higher than the formally 
proclaimed law of a community has led to the conception, so widespread in 
the English-speaking world, that obedience to the law is a high, but not, as 
in other countries, the highest civic virtue. 

Opponents of the democratic solution of the problem of government, from 
Hobbes to Hitler, have charged that making political rule dependent upon 
the consent of the ruled “lays a ferment for frequent rebellion,” as Locke 
puts it. To this grave accusation, Locke himself adduces several answers 
which arc included below. The perspective of experience since 1690 supplies 
the most cfTectivc reply to the charge that democracy contains within itself 
seeds of anarchy and rebellion : the British and American systems of govern- 
ment, based upon recognition of the right to rebel, have proved themselves 
the most stable and successful political societies the world has ever seen. 
Paradoxically, where the right of revolution has been rejected in the name 
of order and stability, the political results have been putsches, blood purges, 
conspiracies, and violent swings from one extreme to another— the political 
record, specifically, of (iermany and, to a lesser extent, of Japan. Neither 
Italian Eascism nor (Jerman Nazism, both extolling the principle of order, 
have been good propaganda for that creed. Mussolini’s ouster in 1943, and 
his subsequent assassination, occurred under circumstances which suggest 
that Fa.scism was not all stability; the anti-Hitler plot of July 20, 1944, re- 
vcaleil that Prussian officers of the highest military rank had conspired to 
a.ssassinatc their beloved war leader. Stable as Nazism may have been 
throughout most of its career, there was always an element of plain murder 
in it— and that, again, was no better than a touch of anarchy or lawle.ssncss 
would have been. 

If Locke was the intellectual father of the British political system of the 
last two and a half centuries, his influence on American political thinking 
has been even more massive. To the extent that ideas and doctrines can be 
said to have affected political acts and institutions in the United States, Locke 
has influenced American political life more than any other writer, American 
or foreign. In fact, Locke has become more typically American than British, 
as time has gone by, especially in his economic views. 

By committing themselves to Locke’s theories of government, the British 
them.sclves supplied the case for the American Revolution, and, as can be 
seen from the text of the Declaration of Independence, the chief ideas and 
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their wording were almost pure Locke. As a consequence, the main elements 
of the American political system, the inviolability of property, limited gov- 
ernmental powers, and the inalienable rights of the individual, are all con- 
tained in Locke. Writing in an expanding commercial society, his ideas also 
fitted the needs of a dynamic pioneer country. Above all, Locke’s defense of 
the right to rebel seemed to the authors of the American Revolution emi- 
nently reasonable. 

The most forceful expression of the right to revolution is to be found in 
a letter by the author of the Declaration of Independence. In a letter (dated 
November 13, 1787) to Colonel William Stephen Smith, Jefferson refers to 
Shays’ insurrection in 1786, a minor revolt in Massachusetts, which seemed to 
prove to fearful souls that the government of the United States was produc- 
ing more anarchy than peace. Jefferson adds general observations on the issue 
of rebellion. His thought that the “tree of liberty must be refreshed from 
time to time with the blood of patriots and tyrants” is probably as shocking 
to legitimists now as it was in 1787. 

This Lockean-Jefferson theory of revolution has been vigorously reaffirmed 
in our own time by Harold J. Laski. His political thought sprang from the 
rich heritage of the liberal faith, and his socialism was but an enlargement of 
his liberalism from the purely political into the economic and social aspects 
of life. His defense of the democratic socialist movements against the inroads 
of revolutionary communism, resumed by him with renewed vigor after the 
end of the Second World War, was inconsistent with the attempt to build 
up Harold J. Laski into a commissar. While no yogi, he never embraced the 
creed of the commissar. 

During the years 193^-1939, when Nazism and Fascism grew stronger 
and stronger, unchecked by weak and divided democracies, Laski, like many 
other liberals, became intellectually moody and a bit pessimistic as to the 
ability of the capitalist democracies to survive the ordeal of Fascism. In this 
period he accepted some of the points of the Marxian analysis of history; his 
State in Theory and Practice, published in i 935 > ** book which best repre- 
sents that phase in his development. But even then, the main assumptions of 
his political theory were in the grand tradition set by Locke, and not in the 
deviation set by Marx. “The roots of valid law are, and can only be, says 
Laski, “within the individual conscience.” This is pure Locke, and not even 
impure Marx or Lenin. To the charge that such a view, by justifying refusal 
to obey, opens the door to anarchy, the answer is that the accusation is true. 
This, again, is a leading idea expressed by Laski in words that can be found 
almost identically in Locke. 

In fact, Laski outdoes Locke: whereas Locke restricts the right to rebel to 
the injured majority, Laski goes further: he sees in history many examples of 
minorities and even single men revolting against intolerable iniquities, and 
he is therefore driven to the conclusion that, in the last resort, the individual 
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will have to decide for himself whether he will bow to established law and 
order, or whether he will feel compelled, hy an inner impulse of irrepressible 
intensity, to rebel. 

The ConsfitutKiii of the United States, wisely recognizing that the indi- 
vidual will accept social compulsion only up to a point, also adheres to this 
conception which goes beyond Locke, by declaring that some rights of the 
individual are inalienable. 

Whatever the social and economic system that may exist at a particular 
time — be it early or advanced capitalism, rural economy or urban industry, 
pioneering conditions or an f)ld established society. New Deal or Labor Party 
socialism— the right to rebel remains the great tradition of British and Amer- 
ican politics. Rebelliousness, too, can, paradoxically, grow into tradition. We 
ourselves are heirs r)f and witnesses to that tradition — the tradition of the 
dignity of man and of his unbreakable spirit. 

The classical Anglo-American concept of the right to rebel has been mis- 
interpreted or deliberately abused by the Communists. According to the 
liberal doctrine, rebellion against the government is justified only when the 
majority of the peo()le arc oppressed by a despotic minority or by a single 
despot. Under such conditions, rebellion is not only morally justified, but it 
becomes the moral duty of men who love liberty and the rule of law. If force 
is the only way to wrest freedom from a tyrannical minority, then force must 
be used. Under this liberal doctrine, the traditional one in Anglo-American 
thought, totalitarians have no right to use force as a means of setting up their 
own aniilibcral and antidemocratic order. For the liberal doctrine of revo- 
lution argues th.u as long as a minority has the opportunity to plead its case 
peacefully in a constitutional system of government, it has no moral right to 
rebel against the majffrity. When a political minority in a constitutional 
system abandon.^ the peaceful road of persuasion and turns to the radical 
method oi violence, it implicitly concedes that the attempts at such persuasion 
woulil be useless. 'I his explains why no nation in the world has so far turned 
to Communism on the basis of peaceful persuasion and free elections: wher- 
ever Caimnuinism h.is l>een able to seize the government, it has done so cither 
by means of domestic revolution and civil war (as in Russia, Yugoslavia, and 
mainland (diina) or by means of military imposition from the outside (as in 
the case ol the Kastern Kuropean Communist satellites or North Korea). 
W'hencver a truly popular revolution has occurred within the Communist 
orbit (as in I’asicrn (Jermany in 1953 ‘f* Hungary in 1956), such revo- 

lutions have been suppressed by the Red Army. The only revolutions that 
C'ommutusm encourages or even permits are those revolutions which are car- 
ried through by C'ommunist minorities against the will of the majority of the 
people. 

Yet the totalitarian attack, be it Communist or Fascist, against the liberal 
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doctrine of rebellion is not necessarily the most dangerous one. Even more 
damaging is the internal corrosion of that doctrine in liberal societies in 
the name of adjustment and conformity. Fascist or Communist aggression 
against free nations is dramatic; it can be quickly noticed, and tangible de- 
fenses against it can be mounted effectively. Yet in the long run, particularly 
if the menace of Communist imperialism should subside as did that of 
Fascist imperialism before it, the spirit of the organization man, of together- 
ness, of team-work, of adjustment and conformity, may produce a creeping 
and insidiously unnoticed paralysis of the will and habit to be different, to 
be one’s own self rather than to conform to that of others, and to dare chal- 
lenge the fondest predilections and prejudices of one’s fellow men. In Must 
You Conform? (1956) Robert Lindner, one of the most imaginative Ameri- 
can psychoanalysts, takes up the all-pervasive threat of conformity to the 
survival of free man in a free society. The pressure to adjust prevails, Lindner 
argues, on all levels of education, from the nursery to colleges and universi- 
ties: in the latter “professors live in fear of saying or doing anything unortho- 
dox.” The new Eleventh Commandment of “You Must Adjust” is also 
preached, Lindner charges, by all churches and religions to the extent that 
they demand submission as a condition (in many cases as the condition) of 
man’s salvation and redemption. In politics, all parties demand conformity 
from their adherents, and those political movements that promise the maxi- 
mum of liberty and reform end up by imposing the maximum of conformity 
and oppression. Among the sciences, Lindner is particularly critical of psy- 
chiatry and psychology : “Of all betrayals, their treachery has been the great- 
est, for in them we have placed our remaining hope, and in them, sadly, hope 
has fled.” Protest and discontent on the part of an individual do not neces- 
sarily indicate that something is wrong with him, that he is neurotic and in 
need of psychotherapy: something may be wrong with society. Yet the general 
trend of contemporary psychiatry, Lindner argues, is to adjust the individ- 
ual to society rather than to help restore the health of the society. Lindner 
scathingly attacks the methods of psychiatry in adjusting man to his social 
environment, be they soft counsel and persuasion, palliative drugs and .seda- 
tives, and finally, shock treatment or brain surgery: the last method, the 
most radical one, produces a “walking zombie,” cured of his maladjustments, 
but, alas, also “cured of his humanity.” 

Lindner rejects this trend toward conformity on the grounds of ethics and 
psycho-biology. On the grounds of ethics, because Lindner fervently believes 
in the value of liberty and the great constitutional documents, in the United 
States and elsewhere, that enshrine it. On the grounds of psycho-biology, 
because Lindner believes that there is in man an “instinct of rebellion.” 
Unlike all other forms of life, run adapts “alloplastically.” This means that 
he himself is the author of the changes A his physical and social environment. 
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whereas in the case of other forms of life change is imposed, that is, they 
adapt “auioplastically.” This will in man to overcome limitations of environ- 
ment, even death itself, is (according to Lindner) unlearned and innate, and 
he therefore calls it an “instinct,” thus reinforcing the concept that man has 
no choice when it comes to rebellion, no choice because “in order to live he 
must rebel,” 

So far, no totalitarian system, not even in its most elaborate form as fic- 
tionalized in George Orwell’s i()S 4 . has ever been able to eradicate man’s 
rebelliousness completely. Yet it still remains to be seen whether new tech- 
ni(|iies f)f indoctrination and brainwashing will succeed more thoroughly 
than they have in the past, or whether their renewed failure will lend support 
to Lindner’s analysis and optimism. 


JOHN LOCKE 


1. Democracy, Revolution, and the Threat of Anarchy* 


Perhaps it will be said that, the people being ignorant and always dis- 
contented, to lay the foundation of government in the unsteady opinion and 
uncertain humor of the people is to expose it to certain ruin; and no gov- 
ernment will be able long to suLsist if the people may set up a new legislative 
whenever they take offense at the old one. To this I answer: Quite the con- 
trary. People arc not so easily got out of their old forms as some are apt to 
suggest. They are hardly to lie prevailed with to amend the acknowledged 
faults in the frame they have been accustomed to. And if there be any original 
defects, or adventitious ones introduced by time or corruption, it is not an 
easy thing to get them changed, even when all the world sees there is an 
op|X)rtunity for it. This slowness and aversion in the people to quit their 
old constitutions has, in the many revolutions which have been seen in this 
kingdom, in this and former ages still kept us to, or after some interval of 
fruitless attempts still brought us back again to, our old legislative of Kings, 
Lords, and Commons. And whatever provocations have made the crown be 
taken from some of our princes’ heads, they never carried the people so far 
as to place it in another line. 

But it will be said, this hypothesis lays a ferment for frequent rebellioiL 
To which 1 answer: 


• }*n>m John LcK-kc. Two Treatises of Got’ernment (t6qo). 
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First, no more than any other hypothesis. For when the people are made 
miserable, and find themselves exposed to the ilhusage of arbitrary power, 
cry up their governors as much as you will for sons of Jupiter, let them be 
sacred and divine, descended, or authorized from heaven, give them out for 
whom or what you please, the same will happen. The people generally ill- 
treated, and contrary to right, will be ready upon any occasion to ease them- 
selves of a burden that sits heavy upon them. They will wish and seek for 
the opportunity, which in the change, weakness, and accidents of human 
affairs seldom delays long to offer itself. He must have lived but a little while 
in the world who has not seen examples of this in his time, and he must 
have read very little who cannot produce examples of it in all sorts of gov- 
ernments in the world. 

Secondly, I answer, such revolutions happen not upon every little misman- 
agement in public affairs. Great mistakes in the ruling part, many wrong 
and inconvenient laws, and all the slips of human frailty will be borne by 
the people without mutiny or murmur. But if a long train of abuses, pre- 
varications and artifices, all tending the same way, make the design visible to 
the people — and they cannot but feel what they lie under, and see whither 
they are going — it is not to be wondered that they should then rouse them- 
selves and endeavor to put the rule into such hands which may secure to 
them the ends for which government was at first erected, and without which 
ancient names and specious forms are so. far from being better that they are 
much worse than the state of nature or pure anarchy; the inconveniences be- 
ing all as great and as near, but the remedy farther off and more difficult. 

Thirdly, I answer that this power in the people of providing for their 
safety anew by a new legislative when their legislators have acted contrary 
to their trust by invading their property, is the best fence against rebellion, 
and the probablcst means to hinder it. For rebellion being an opposition, not 
to persons, but authority, which if founded only in the constitutions and 
laws of the government, those whoever they be who by force break through, 
and by force justify their violations of them, are truly and properly rebels. 
For when men by entering into society and civil government have excluded 
force, and introduced laws for the preservation of property, peace, and unity 
amongst themselves, those who set up force again in opposition to the laws 
do rebellare — that is, bring back again the state of war— and are properly 
rebels; which they who are in power (by the pretense they have to authority, 
the temptation of force they have in their hands, and the flattery of those 
about them) being likeliest to do, the properest way to prevent the evil is to 
show them the danger and injustice of it who arc under the greatest temp- 
tation to run into it. 

In both the forementioned case?, when either the legislative is changed or 
the legislators act contrary to the end for which they were constituted, those 
who arc guilty arc guilty of rebellion. For if anyone by force takes away the 
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established legislative of any society, and the laws by them made pursuant to 
their trust, he thereby takes away the umpirage which everyone had con- 
sented to for a peaceable decision of all their controversies, and a bar to the 
.state of war amongst them. They who remove or change the legislative, take 
away his decisive power, which nobody can have by the appointment and 
con.scnt of the people, and so destroying the authority which the people did, 
and nobody else can, set up; and introducing a power which the people hath 
not authorized, actually introduce a state of war which is that of force with- 
out authority. And thus by removing the legislative established by the society 
(in whose decisions the people acquiesced and united as to that of their own 
will), they untie the knot and expose the people anew to the state of war. 
And if those who by force take away the legislative are rebels, the legislators 
themselves, as has been shown, can be less esteemed so, when they who 
were set up for the protection and preservation of the people, their liberties 
and properties, shall by force invade and endeavor to take them away; and 
so they, putting themselves into a state of war with those who made them the 
protectors and guardians of their peace, are properly and with the greatest 
aggravation rehcllantes (rebels). 

But if they who say it lays a foundation for rebellion mean that it may 
f)cca.'*ion civil wars or intestine broils, to tell the people they are absolved 
from obedience when illegal attempts are made upon their liberties or prop- 
erties, and may o|)pose the unlawful violence of those who were their magis- 
trates when they invade their properties contrary to the trust put in them 
and that therefore this doctrine is not to be allowed, being so destructive to 
the peace of the world: they may as well say upon the same ground that 
honest men may not oppose robbers or pirates because this may occasion 
disortler or bloodshed. If any mischief come in such cases, it is not to be 
charged upon him who defends his own right, but on him that invades his 
neighbor’s. If the innocent honest man must quietly quit all he has for peace’s 
.sake to him who will lay violent hands upon it, I desire it may be considered 
what a kind of peace there will be in the world which consists only in vio- 
lence and rapine, and which is to be maintained only for the benefit of rob- 
bers and oppressors. Who would not think it an admirable peace betwixt the 
mighty and the mean when the lamb without resistance yielded his throat to 
be torn by the imperious wolf.? Polyphemus’s den gives us a perfect pattern 
of such a peace and such a government, wherein Ulysses and his companions 
had nothing to do but quietly to suffer themselves to be devoured. And no 
doubt Ulysses, who was a prudent man, preached up passive obedience, and 
exhorted them to a quiet submission by representing to them of what con- 
cernment peace was to mankind, and by showing the inconveniences which 
might happen if they should offer to resist Polyphemus, who had now the 
power over them. 

The end of government is the good of mankind, and which is best for 
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mankind, that the people should be always exposed to the boundless will of 
tyranny, or that the rulers should be sometimes liable to be opposed when 
they grow exorbitant in the use of their power, and employ it for the de- 
struction and not the preservation of the properties of their people? 

Nor let anyone say that mischief can arise from hence as often as it shall 
please a busy head or turbulent spirit to desire the alteration of the govern- 
ment. It is true such men may stir whenever they please, but it will be only 
to their own just ruin and perdition. For till the mischief be grown general, 
and the ill designs of the rulers become visible, or their attempts sensible to 
the greater part, the people, who are more disposed to suffer than right them- 
selves by resistance, are not apt to stir. The examples of particular injustice 
or oppression of here and there an unfortunate man moves them not. But if 
they universally have a persuasion grounded upon manifest evidence that 
designs are carrying on against their liberties, and the general course and 
tendency of things cannot but give them strong suspicions of the evil inten- 
tion of their governors, who is to be blamed for it? Who can help it if they, 
who might avoid it, bring themselves into this suspicion? Are the people to 
be blamed if they have the sense of rational creatures, and can think of things 
no otherwise than as they find and feel them? And is it not rather their fault 
who put things in such a posture that they would not have them thought as 
they are? I grant that the pride, ambition, and turbulency of private men 
have sometimes caused great disorders in commonwealths, and factions have 
been fatal to states and kingdoms. But whether the mischief hath oftencr 
begun in the people’s wantonness, and a desire to cast off the lawful authority 
of their rulers, or in the rulers’ insolence and endeavors to get and exercise an 
arbitrary power over their people, whether oppression or disobedience gave 
the first rise to the disorder, I leave it to impartial history to determine. This 
I am sure, whoever, either ruler or subject, by force goes about to invade the 
rights of either prince or people, and lays the foundation for overturning 
the constitution and frame of any just government, he is guilty of the greatest 
crime I think a man is capable of, being to answer for all those mischiefs of 
blood, rapine, and desolation, which the breaking to pieces of governments 
bring on a country; and he who does it is justly to be esteemed the common 
enemy and pest of mankind, and is to be treated accordingly. 


2. Declaration of Independence* 

When, in the Course of human events, it becomes necessary for one people 
to dissolve the political bonds which have connected them with another, and 
to assume, among the Powers of the earth the separate and equat station to 

• From the Declaration of Independence 
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which the Laws of Nature and of Nature’s God entitle them, a decent re- 
spect to the opinions of mankind requires that they should declare the causes 
which impel them to the separation. 

We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created equal, that 
tliey are endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable Rights, that 
among these, are Life, Liberty, and the pursuit of Happiness. That, to secure 
these rights. Governments are instituted among Men, deriving their just 
Powers from the consent of the governed. That, whenever any form of Gov- 
ernment becomes destructive of these ends, it is the Right of the People to 
alter or to abolish it, and to institute new Government, laying its foundation 
on such Principles, and organizing its Powers in such form as to them shall 
seem most likely to effect their Safety and Happiness. Prudence, indeed, will 
dictate that Government’s long established should not be changed for light 
and transient causes; and, accordingly, all experience hath shewn, that man- 
kind are more disposed to suffer, while evils are sufferable, than to right 
themselves by abolishing the forms to which they are accustomed. But, when 
a long train of abuses and usurpations, pursuing invariably the same Object, 
evinces a design to reduce them under absolute Despotism, it is their right, 
it is their duty, to throw off such Government, and to provide new Guards 
for their future Security. Such has been the patient sufferance of these Colo- 
nies; and such is now the necessity which constrains them to alter their 
former Systems of CJovernment. 


THOMAS JEFFERSON 


3. Rebellion and Liberty* 

The British ministry have so long hired their gazetteers to repeat and 
model into every form lies about our being in anarchy, that the world has at 
length believed them, the English nation has believed them, the ministers 
themselves have come to believe them, and what is more wonderful, we have 
believed them ourselves. Yet where does this anarchy exist.? Where did it 
ever exist, except in the single instance of Massachusetts? And can history 
produce an instance of rebellion so honourably conducted? I say nothing of 
its motives. They were founded in ignorance, not wickedness. God forbid we 
should ever be twenty years without such a rebellion. The people cannot be 
all, and always, well informed. The part which is wrong will be discon- 

• From a letter to Colonel William Stephens Smith (November 13, 1787). 
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tented in proportion to the importance of the facts they misconceive. If they 
remain quiet under such misconceptions it is a lethargy, the forerunner of 
death to the public liberty. We have had thirteen states independent for eleven 
years. There has been one rebellion. That comes to one rebellicm in a century 
and a half, for each state. What country before ever existed a century and a 
half without a rebellion.^ And what country can preserve its liberties if their 
rulers are not warned from time to time that their people preserve the spirit 
of resistance? Let them take arms. The remedy is to set them right as to 
facts, pardon and pacify them. What signify a few lives lost in a century or 
two? The tree of liberty must be refreshed from time to time with the blood 
of patriots and tyrants. It is its natural manure. 


HAROLD J. LASKI 


4. Challenge to Authority* 


There is, outside the purely formal realm, no obligation to obey the actual 
state. Our obedience is, and can only be, a function of our judgment upon its 
performance. That judgment, moreover, is never one which each citizen 
can make upon the same postulates, intellectual or emotional. What he de- 
cides will be the product of the place he occupies in the state, and the relation 
of that place to his view of what he ought to attain. He may be wrong in the 
view he takes; but he has never any rational alternative to action in the light 
of his own certainties. Upon this attitude there hinges a view of law the 
implications of which are important. It regards the validity of law as un- 
related to the source from which it comes. Law becomes law as it goes into 
application; it is made law by being accepted. That is not to say that accepted 
law is right law; for law may be accepted by the might which is behind it. 
We have, in fact, to distinguish between three different senses in which the 
idea of law can be used. There is the formal juristic sense, which is no more 
than an announcement, ultimately dependent upon the sovereign authority, 
of the will to enforce certain decisions. There is the political sense, in which 
the formal announcement is validated by the acceptance of it by those to 
whom it applies. There is, finally, the ethical sense in which the decision 
announced ought to be obeyed, because it is morally right that what it pro- 
poses should be done. 

• From Harold I Laski, TAe State in Theory and Practice. Copyright, 1935. by Harold J. 
Laski. By permission of The Viking Press, New York. 
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Now it is clear that in the first two of these three senses the citizen has no 
inherent duty to obey. Few people would seriously claim that the juristic 
sense is always to be equated with the ethical; certainly, to take an obvious 
example, no Quaker could admit that a state whose government ordered its 
citizens to make war had, for this purpose, a title to their obedience. Nor can 
it, I think, be seriously claimed, cither, that the political and ethical senses 
arc identical; the commands of the Hitlerite state on June 30, 1934, were law 
in the sense that they went into effective operation, and were accepted by the 
population over whom it ruled; but most people in a position to make an 
independent judgment would, I suggest, regard them as ethically outra- 
geous. Might, however profound, does not make right; effective operation 
of law still leaves undecided the question of ethical adequacy. 

Neither formal c(jmpetcncc, then, nor political power can confer a just 
title to obedience. With what arc we left.? Only, I think, with the insistence 
that law to be ethically valid must conform with the requirements of the 
system of rights the purposes of which the state exists to maintain. And since 
law is a command seeking to control my behaviour in some particular way, 
I must judge that conformity for myself as the test of its ethical adequacy. 
The roots of valid law, that is, are, and can only be, within the individual 
conscience. I make law legal, so to say, by giving to its operation the consent 
of my conscience. 

If it is said that such a view, by justifying refusal to obey, opens the door 
to anarchy, the answer is that the accusation is true. But it is not a serious 
accusation. In the life of states the door to anarchy is always open because 
men are never willing to admit the unconditional conference of power. If, 
further, it be said that the individual conscience is at least as likely to be 
wrong as the consciences of those who rule the state, the answer, again, is that 
while this may be true, the citizen who yields his conviction on the ground 
that he may be mistaken will soon cease, in any meaning sense, to be a citizen 
at all. There is no way of making a state active in the fulfilment of its function 
except the knowledge that men will refuse to obey its commands where they 
regard them as a violation of that function. That was the truth that Pericles 
saw when he told the citizens of Athens that the secret of liberty was courage. 
Unless men are prc[>ared to act by the insights they have, even when these 
insights arc erroneous, they are bound to become no more than the passive 
recipients of orders to whose moral quality they arc indifferent. When they 
do that, they poison the foundations of the slate. For they then cease to be 
moral beings in any sense of the word that has meaning. They associate truth 
and justice and right automatically with the possession of physical power. 
No people prepared in that fashion to abdicate its humanity is likely to be 
long capable of creative achievement. For so to abdicate the duty of moral 
judgment is to sell oneself into slavery. 

It is said that the individual is powerless, and that he wastes his energy by 
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acting upon his judgment. But there are at least two answers to this view. A 
moral obligation is not less compelling because it may e:id in failure. To 
adopt that canon of effort is to accept the view that justice is the will of the 
stronger— a doctrine against which, as I have pointed out, the whole history 
of humanity is a protest. And to argue, secondly, that the individual is pow- 
erless is, on the record, quite untrue. He is powerless only when his percep- 
tions are so completely unshared that he fails to arouse any note of response 
among his fellow-citizens; and he has always to remember that the shift of 
events may cause them to be shared at a later stage. The early Christians must 
have appeared singularly futile to their own generation when they challenged 
the majesty of Rome; but their steadfastness conquered the Western world. 
Luther’s recalcitrance must have appeared akin to madness to a church 
which remembered its successful emergence from the stresses of the Conciliar 
revolt; but he changed the history of the world by his courage. Even so 
liberal a mind as Emerson could write of the American abolitionists that they 
were “narrow, self-pleasing, conceited men, and affect us as the insane do”;*^ 
but it was hardly a generation afterwards that so respectable an observer as 
Oliver Wendell Holmes, not given to extreme views, could say of his friend’s 
judgment that “it would have taken a long time to get rid of slavery if some of 
Emerson’s teachings had been accepted as the whole gospel of liberty.” ® 

History, indeed, abounds with such instances. The individual who protests 
against the law he deems unjust is far less alone than he is likely to imagine. 
He is acting in a mental climate in which the experience borne in upon him 
is likely to be shared by others; and the gesture he makes may awaken others 
to the understanding of their obligations. No one who looks back upon their 
history can doubt that the suffragettes who, for eight years, defied the law 
awakened the British government to a sense that their claims were serious in 
a way that altered the whole perspective of those claims. No one can doubt 
cither that the unbreakable will of Lenin was central to the success of the 
Bolshevik Revolution in 1917. That we must fight for our philosophy if we 
believe in it, seems to me the inescapable implication of the record. 

Against this view two considerations arc urged, in both of which there is, 
unquestionably, considerable force. It is said that to challenge the govern- 
ment is to weaken the authority of all law, and that to do so is to open the 
flood-gates to chaos. It was the sense of this danger which made T. H. Green, 
who admitted, in the last resort, the right to revolution, insist that we must 
approach the state in fear and trembling. But it is surely not less important 
to realise that respect for law must always mean respect for what the law 
docs; and if the individual, whether alone or in concert with others, judges 
what the law docs to be ethically intolerable, he must act upon the basis of his 
judgment. To decide otherwise is to argue that the highest duty of the indi- 

‘ Quoted in V. F. Calvcrton, The Uberalism of American Uterature (1932). P- 330 . 

‘Ibid., p. 331. 
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vidual is to maintain order, without regard to the quality of the order that is 
maintained. I do not find this argument compatible with the notion of the 
individual as a moral being. 

It is said, secondly, that this view admits the right of any doctrine to sup- 
port itself by force, if it can. Men have only to announce that they are moved 
by some profound conviction to be justified in using violence to attain their 
ends. Such an attitude, it is argued, is utterly destructive of the foundations 
of social well-being. 

But the answer is surely that no doctrine, however evil, moves to the use 
of force unless it is rooted in profound grievance which it sees no other way 
to remedy. We may believe the Bolshevik Revolution to have been wholly 
evil; but it is clear that the previous conditions of the Russian state alone ac- 
count ff)r its origin and methods. We may argue, with the Communists, that 
Miller has been no more than the agent of finance-capitalism in Germany;® 
but it is also clear that his victory was built upon the profound grievances of 
millions of (icrmans who saw no adequate redress for them in the habits of 
the Weimar republic. The truth is that men in general are so accustomed to 
obey that their departure from the normal canons of political behaviour is 
always an index to grave disease in the state. They have, as Burke said, “no 
interest in disorder; where they do wrong it is their error and not their 
crime.” We need not argue that a doctrine which arms itself is wise or right to 
do so. But, on the facts, we have to argue that no doctrine ever does success- 
fully arm itself unless the government it attacks has failed to deal with the 
grievances it ex[)rcsses in a reasonable way. 

That is, I think, apparent in the history of most revolutions. Certainly the 
student of the English civil wars, of the revolutions of France and of Russia, 
will note as not the least remarkable of their features, the patient efforts of 
the comtiKMi people to await reform before they turned to violence. And in 
any society violence is unlikely if the conviction is widespread that the state 
is seriously attempting to fulfil its obligations. Violence comes when the facts 
persuade men to believe that the bona-fidcs of their rulers is no longer to be 
trusted. 


‘Cf. E. Hfnri, Hitler Over Europe (1933). 
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ROBERT LINDNER 


5. The Pressure of Conformity and the Instinct of Rebellion* 


Must we conform? This is the question that confronts every man today, 
the question that must be answered before silence descends and the voice of 
humanity fades to a whimper. It is a question only a few fortunate ones can 
still ask, a question that cannot even be raised behind the barbed wire where 
half of humanity lives. 

Must we conform ? Must we fit ourselves into the pattern that molds Mass 
Man? Must we bend, submit, adjust, give in? Must we, finally, cease to be 
men? 

The forces of Society tell us that we must. Aligned already with the 
emergent dominant class, they and the institutions they represent have put 
individuality and liberty on the sacrificial altar. For a brief moment of respite, 
and in the vain hope that they will in this way themselves escape a destiny 
just over the horizon, they have become its heralds. In chorus, these forces 
proclaim the myth 'that smooths the way of the conqueror and robs their 
fellows of the will to resist tyranny. 

Abroad in the world today is a monstrous falsehood, a consummate fabri- 
cation, to which all social agencies have loaned themselves and into which 
most men, women and children have been seduced. In previous writings, I 
have called this forgery ‘‘the Eleventh Commandment”; for such, indeed, has 
become the injunction: You Must Adjust! 

Adjustment, that synonym for conformity that comes more easily to the 
modern tongue, is the theme of our swan song, the piper’s tune to which we 
dance on the brink of the abyss, the siren’s melody that destroys our senses 
and paralyzes our wills. But this is something known only to the few who 
have penetrated its disguises and glimpsed the death’s head beneath : for the 
many, adjustment is the only way of life they know, the only way of life 
permitted to them by the powers that govern their existences from cradle to 
grave. 

You must adjust . . . This is the motto inscribed on the walls of every 
nursery, and the processes that break the spirit are initiated there. In birth 
begins conformity. Slowly and subtly, the infant is shaped to the prevailing 
pattern, his needs for love and care turned against him as weapons to en 
force submission. Uniqueness, individuality, difference— these are viewed 
with horror, even shame; at die very least, they are treated like diseases, 

•From Robert Lindner, Must You Conform? (Rinehart and Company, 1956). By permission. 
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and a regiment of specialists are available today to “cure” the child who will 
not or cannot conform. Docs he violate the timetable of Gescll? — Call the 
pediatrician, quickly! Does he contradict Spock? — Get the telephone number 
of the nearest child analyst! Is he unhappy? maladjusted? lonely? too noisy? 
too quiet? too slow? too fast? — Let us be thankful for the special schools, 
the nurseries and, above all, for the magazines on the rack at the corner 
drugstore! 

You must adjust . . . This is the legend imprinted in every schoolbook, 
the invisible message on every blackboard. Our schools have become vast 
factories lor the manufacture of robots. We no longer send our young to 
them primarily to be taught and given the tools of thought, no longer pri- 
marily to be informed and acquire knowledge; but to be “socialized” — which 
m the cm rent semantic means to be regimented and made to conform. The 
modern report card rcllccts with horrible precision the preoccupations of our 
teachers and the [thilosophy of our educators. Today, in the public schools, 
grades are given t(jr the “ability” of a child to “adjust” to group activities, 
lor whether lie is “liked” by others, for whether he “enjoys” the subjects 
taught, for whether he “gets along” with his schoolmates. In the private 
schools, especialy in those which designate themselves “progressive,” the sit- 
uation is more Irightcning, in some cases known to me actually revealing 
a cynical kind ol aiui'intcllectualism. So the school takes up where the parent 
leaves olT; and the children who emerge from it with a few shreds of indi- 
viduality clinging to their blue jeans or bobby-socks are rare birds, indeed, 
but even if they man.ige to retain some uniqueness after passing through the 
mill of primary and secondary education, the young who go on to institutions 
ot higher learning are ex[)osed to pressures to conformity that must surely ’ 
deprive them of the piiilul remnants of singularity and independence they 
still have. 

In the colleges and universities it is not necessarily the teachers or the 
.system of education that command adjustment, although currently, with 
academic freedom under attack and access to knowledge blocked, professors 
live in fear ol saying or doing anything unorthodox. Here the Eleventh Com- 
mandment is more often enjoined by the young themselves upon themselves. 
Hy this lime completely enslaved by the myth, they have acquired title to it, 
and now it comprises almost the whole of their philosophy and the basis of 
their code of conduct. This phenomenon, moreover, is a recent one, ap- 
parently dating trom the last war. It has been brought to my attention by 
teachers in many colleges I have visited during the last few years. The col- 
legian of today, they tell me, is hardly to be compared with the student of, 
-say, twenty years ago. Today’s undergraduate is almost a caricature of con- 
tormism. Like the new uniform he wears— the uniform of the junior execu- 
tive that is de rigueur on Madison Avenue— his opinions, attitudes, tastes 
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and behavior arc ultra-conservative. In the world that is being born he will 
have little conflitt about exchanging his charcoal grays for the deeper black 
of the elite guard. 

You must adjust . . . This is the command etched above the door of every 
church, synagogue, cathedral, temple, and chapel. It constitutes a passport to 
salvation, an armor against sin: it sums the virtues and describes the vices. 
For there is no formal religion that docs not insist, as its first requirement, 
on a confession of conformity. Nor is there, any longer, a religion that offers 
a path to Heaven other than the autobahn of submission. One and all, they 
•have conspired, in the name of the Spirit, against the spirit of man: one and 
all, they have sold him into slavery. Under threat of damnation, hell-fire, 
purgatory, eternal non-being or even re-incarnation as some lower form of 
life, they have ordered him to renounce protest, to forego revolt, to be passive, 
to surrender. And while most of them were founded upon protest and by 
rebellion, these are the very things they now uniformly hold in horror. With 
Caesar and poverty, with war and hate, with disease and violence, with 
famine, crime and destruction, our priests, ministers, rabbis, imams, yogis, 
hierophants and lamas have signed a treaty to guarantee human tractability. 
All they have to sell us subverts the nature of man. Conformity, humility, 
acceptance— with these coins we arc to pay our fares to paradise. Meanwhile, 
we must adjust, we must accept. And among the things we arc to accept, 
in our time, are the following: riot guns, tear gas, trans-hydrogen explosives, 
character assassination, radioactive dust, tanks, nerve gases, guilt by associa- 
tion, atomic submarines, concentration camps, gas masks, guided missiles, 
censorship over thought and expression, rubber hoses, bacteriological warfare, 
purges, slave labor, bomb shelters, liquidations, brain-washing, Roy Cohn’s 
opinions and Bishop Sheen’s God . . . 

You must adjust . . . This is the slogan emblazoned on the banners of all 
political parties, the inscription at the heart of all systems that contend for 
the loyalties of men. Our lives today, more than ever before, are governed by 
politics. Some observers, as a matter of fact, insist that modern man be called 
homo politicus; for there is hardly an area of existence that remains un- 
touched by politics, hardly an act that in some way does not involve the 
manner in which our social affairs are regulated or the principles by which 
they are determined. Love, hate, friendship, enmity— these and other emo- 
tions have come to have political significance and, to some extent, to involve 
political choices. But there is no freedom even here, since conformity is of 
the essence of all the organizations that rule over us. Paradoxically, the 
systems which most loudly proclaim the right of human liberty and offer 
themselves as the instruments of change are those systems that oppress most 
heavily. On the way to power rheir sole condition is discipline, the severe 
regulation of mind and act so that the aim of the organization, the seizure 
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somehow of power, can be achieved. At this stage of struggle, the surrender 
of individuality is urged or forced, but those of whom conformity is exacted 
are the voluntary adherents, the dedicated, the passionate few who believe 
truly in the slogans, in the high-sounding words of deliverance from slavery, 
and give over their selves to the Party. Once in power, however, what has 
been the dedication of a few is elevated to the religion of the many. In the 
congealing amber of politics the individual is pressed and imprisoned. The 
erstwhile revolutionary, no longer rebel but policeman and bureaucrat, be- 
comes an oppressor; and against the revolution he has wrought he now 
turns — or, becoming a heretic, he dies. Meanwhile, for the masses, what has 
been an act of faith is now an order to surrender. Simple discipline, obedience 
and passivity are not enough when the Party becomes the All, for only in 
the collective orgasm of conformity can power be affirmed. Now is the day 
of the Committee, the high noon of the Inquisitor, the time of the midnight 
awakening, the bright lights, the spittle in the face and the breaking of bones, 
the long corridor, the Confession, and the merciful bullet in the back of the 
head. 

You must adjust . . . This is the creed of the sciences that have sold them- 
selves to the status quo, the prescription against perplexity, the placebo for 
anxiety. For psychiatry, psychology and the medical or social arts that depend 
upon them have become devil’s advocates and sorcerers’ apprentices of con- 
formity. Joined in the criminal conspiracy against human nature, they have 
jx)isoncd the last oasis for the relief of man. Of all betrayals, their treachery 
has been the greatest, for in them we have placed our remaining hope, and 
in them, sadly, hope has fled. Equating protest with madness and non<on- 
formity with neurosis, in the clinics and hospitals, the consulting rooms and 
offices, they labor with art and skill to gut the flame that burns eternally at 
the core of being. Recklessly and with the abandon of some demented sower 
of noxious seeds, they fling abroad their soporifics, their sedatives, their pal- 
liative drugs and their opiate dopes, lulling the restlessness of man, besotting 
him so that he sleepwalks through his days and docs not recognize the doom- 
writing on the wall. Or with the soft persuasion and counsel that apes 
wisdom, with pamphlets and tracts and books that flow over the mind and 
drown it in a rising flood of imbecilic recipes for contented existence, they 
prepare his ankles for chains, his back for the brand, and his head for a 
crown of thorns. But if these do not “cure” him into conformity, do not level 
him into the mass, there remain in the arsenals of adjustment the ultimate 
weapons: the little black box for shock "therapy” and the swift and silent 
knife for psychosurgery. From the skies the lightning and the thunder arc 
stolen to be discharged into the brain, the seat of reason, the home of evolu- 
tion and the treasury of manhcxid. In the convulsion that follows, resistance 
ebbs and another sheep is added to the flock. Or the scalpel, quiet and sterile, 
probes with unerring aim toward the target behind the eyes ... up, down, 
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to one side, then the other . . . and a walking zombie, the penultimate con- 
formist, stands where a man once stood, “cured” of his humanity.' 

The question remains: must we conform? Or can we, somehow, resist the 
powers that conspire to domesticate us? Can we woo or win our liberty from 
an emergent dominant segment devoted to raw power? Can we, in short, 
recover Society for all humanity? And if so. with what arms are we to 
redeem our almost-lost manhood? How can we withstand the total on- 
slaught I have hardly begun to describe? Where are we to find the weapons 
of resistance? 

I believe that the question of conformity, in the long run, answers itself. T 
think that if there was a possibility, once, of a yes or no — if at one time 
humans could decide “we must conform” or “we must not”— that possibility 
has been lost in the long reaches of evolution, far back along the corridors 
of Time. The simple truth, stark and severe in its simplicity, is that we can- 
not conform; for it seems there is an ingredient in the composition of our 
cells, a chemistry in our blood, and a substance in our bones that will not 
suffer man to submit forever. 

Built into man, the foundation of his consciousness, the source of his 
humanity and the vehicle of his evolution up from the muck of a steaming 
primeval swamp, is an instinct. I have chosen to call it the “instinct of re- 
bellion,” since it reveals itself as a drive or urge toward mastery over every 
obstacle, natural or man-made, that stands as a barrier between man and his 
distant, perhaps never-to-be-achieved but always-striven-after goals. It is this 
instinct that underwrites his survival, this instinct from which he derives his 
nature: a great and powerful dynamic that makes him what he is — restless, 
seeking, curious, forever unsatisfied, eternally struggling and eventually vic- 
torious. Because of the instinct of rebellion man has never been content with 
the limits of his body : it has led him to extend his senses almost infinitely, 
so that his fingers now probe space, his eyes magnify the nuclei of atoms, 
and his ears detect whispers from the bottoms of seas. Because of the instinct 
of rebellion man has never been content with the limits of his mind: it has 
led him to inquire its secrets of the universe, to gather and learn and manipu- 
late the fabulous inventory of the cosmos, to seek the very mysteries of 
creation. Because of the instinct of rebellion, man has never been content, 
finally, with the limits of his life: it has caused him to deny death and to 
war with mortality. 

' There are certain situations wherein the use of shock therapy or psychosurgrry is justified 
by medical necessity, but occasions for resorting to such "heroic” techniques grow fewer as time 
and research go on. Despite this, the statistical fact is that these drastic measures are applied 
with increasing frequency amounting ilmost to abandon. One must therefore suspect that the 
black box and scalpel arc often used to sustain the myth of the medicos’ magic powers and to 
obuin quick and cheap— even if impermanent— "cures.” Undeniably, the real if unconscious aim 
of many psychiatrists and physicians b to subdue the patient by such means, to force him into 
line, and to stamp out his distressing and stubborn tendency toward non-conformity. 
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Man is a rebel. He is committed by his biology not to conform, and herein 
lies the paramount reason for the awful tension he experiences today in rela- 
tion to Society. Unlike other creatures of earth, man cannot submit, cannot 
surrender his birthright of protest, for rebellion is one of his essential dimen- 
sions. He cannot deny it and remain man. In order to live he must rebel. 
Only total annihilation of humanity as a species can eliminate this in-built 
necessity. Only with the death of the last man will the revolt that is the 
essence of his nature also die. 

But this is cold comfort in the present when the forces of conformity have 
collected against the spirit of man. It offers us, in the modern world, faced 
as we are with these forces, little satisfaction to know that the destiny of man 
is to conquer and that the final victory will be his. 

What about now ? What about today ? 

I suggest that the answer to the all-important question in the here and now 
lies in the mobilization and implementation of the instinct of rebellion. We 
must, in short, become acquainted with our protestant nature and learn how 
to use it in our daily lives, how to express it ourselves, how to infuse it 
throughout all levels of our culture, and how to nourish it in our young. 

Today, in the struggle l^twecn man and Society over the issue of con- 
formity, Society is winning l)ccause man, the rebel, docs not yet know how 
to rebel successfully — positively. His protest is expressed in negative forms, 
m ways which may discharge somewhat the energy of his rebellious instinct 
but which yield him little profit; indeed, in ways which are often actually 
harmful to himself and to the community. Non-conformity, as it is now con- 
ceived, is largely exhibited as psychosis, neurosis, crime, and psychosomatic 
illness; or it appears as pitifully hopeless and vain little defiances of conven- 
tion and custom in dress, manner, opinion and taste. All of these ways are 
negative, unproductive, totally inadequate to meet the situation man faces. 

The productive way toward non conformity is the way of positive rebel- 
lion, of protc.st that at once affirms the rebellious nature of man and the 
fundamental human values. These values reside in the common treasury of 
humanity. They form the basic aspirations of all humans everywhere and are 
expressed most clearly in the great documents and contracts — such as our 
own Bill of Rights -which men have seen fit to declare from time to time. 
Rebellion and protest in their name, and conducted in a fashion which does 
not in any way violate their spirit, is positive rebellion, authentic rebellion. 

Our instruction in the methods of jx)silive rebellion, of affirmative protest, 
must come from two sources — one inner, one outer. The first of these, the 
inner source, is the slower and less dej>cndable one. It requires that men 
themselves awaken to the knowledge, first, that rebellion is native in them 
and that there exist positive ways of protest which await discovery. The 
inspiration and example of the all-too-few positive rebels in our culture 
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may assist this admittedly protracted and precarious self-awakening by 
contagion. 

The outer source of instruction is more rapid and more sure. It consists 
of direct tuition in positive rebellion by those to whom we have always 
looked, and will always look, for edification; our psychologists, educators, 
and artists. 

While it is true, as I have charged, that these guides in human affairs 
have always identified with — ^and in some cases sold themselves to — the 
emerging dominant segment; and while it is true that in the current crisis 
they have shamefully ranged themselves on the side of conformity, it is no 
less true that they have done so largely out of desperation and ignorance. 
They have not known about the instinct at the very navel of man’s being, 
and in their unawareness have been forced into the position they now occuoy. 
But if once they become informed, if once they learn alx)ut the existence of 
such an instinct and its cosmic possibilities, it is unavoidable that the motives 
which inspired them toward the vocation they practice will fuse with this 
knowledge and become animated by it. In this manner will the methods of 
positive rebellion, of life-affirming protest, be explored and spread about. 

The answer to the question, “Must we conform?’’ is a resounding No! 
Ho . . . not only because, in the end, we arc creatures who cannot conform 
and who arc destined to triumph over the forces of conformity; but no be- 
cause there is an alternate way of life available to us here and now. It is the 
way of positive rebellion, the path of creative protest, the road of productive 
revolt. This is the way natural to man, the way he must and will take to 
achieve the values he aspires to just because he is human. By taking it, man 
can find the future of which he dreams, the future in which he will achieve 
his far, high, and unforeseeable goals. . . . 



Chapter IV 


LIBERTY AND LOYALTY 


Important as the right of revolution is, especially in 
the Anglo-American view of government, there must be something else if 
life is to be not only interesting, but also happy. Liberty and the pursuit of 
happiness go together, because each depends on the other. 

Friedrich Schiller, the great German poet, sang that “freedom is only in 
the laiul of dreams.” Others have agreed with Schiller that ai best freedom is 
an illusion, and at worst, licence and anarchy. Where there has been no solid 
experience of freedom, liberty has often been confused, even by great minds 
like Ciocthc, with submission to laws — ^physical laws of nature or political 
laws of society. 

The Cjrccks showed their genius of originality in matters political when 
they defined liberty essentially as the right to participate in public affairs. 
Only leasts or gods lived, according to Aristotle, outside the confines of the 
sheltering city; thoughtful Greek statesmen, like Pericles, refused to apply 
the concept of lil^crty to the arbitrary rule of the tyrant or to tlic individual 
omsidc of the social group, facing the universe in his pitiable loneliness. As 
true “political animals” (Aristotle), the Greeks could not think of fi^dom 
as a purely individual affair, unrelated to the quality of a person as a mem- 
l)cr of his organized political community. 

With the triumph of Christianity, and its emphasis on the individual soul 
and its relations to God, Western man lost, for good or bad, the unconscious, 
almost naive, .sense of total integration into the social group. The very duality 
of the individual versus the state (one of the key issues of all modern politi- 
cal philosophy) presupposes the concepts of individual and state. Both are 
historically, post-Rcnaissancc ideas. The modern concept of the individual 
was born in the great revolutionary movements of the sixteenth century — 
economic individualism as capitalism, religious individualism as Protestant- 
ism, and cultural individualism as scientific learning. Likewise, the modern 
national state is only a product of the last four centuries (in Germany and 
Italy, of only two or three generations). 

In the changed circumstances, economic and political, of the modern state, 
the concept of liberty tended to assume, more and more, the negative empha- 

U 
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sis of the absence of restraint rather than the positive stress on participation 
in public affairs. In the English-speaking nations this view of liberty was 
especially current from the eighteenth to the late nineteenth century. 

French political thought has never quite followed this Anglo-American 
tradition, possibly because the economic individualism of capitalism never 
flourished in France with the same thoroughness as in England and America. 
Jean Jacques Rousseau’s Social Contract, published twenty-seven years before 
the French Revolution, has been one of the most influential books in history. 
The opening sentence, “Man is born free; and everywhere he is in chains,” 
proclaims the voice of a feariess challenger who had the intellectual gift to 
think clearly, as well as the artistic genius to express his mind dramatically 
and imaginatively. Outside the English-speaking countries, Rousseau has 
probably had more popular philosophical appeal than any other political 
writer of the last two centuries. The young Continental European or Latin 
American discovers the idea of liberty through Rousseau rather than through 
Locke or John Stuart Mill, 

Rousseau’s theory of the social contract is one of the most ingenious doc- 
trinal attempts to base political obligation on consent. Whether Rousseau 
was in possession of all the anthropological facts in describing the “state of 
nature” is immaterial, when compared with the timeless moral truths that 
he expressed about the nature of the state. What makes The Social Contract 
one of the most complex and baffling documents is the fact that democrats, 
as well as some Nazis, Fascists and Communists, have seen in it the rays of 
their particular light. Rousseau’s central idea of the “general will” has fre- 
quently attracted the totalitarian mentality. Some of this confusion is due, 
perhaps, to Rousseau’s failure to distinguish clearly the “general will” from 
the “will of all.” Yet Rousseau is one of the few eighteenth-century liber- 
tarian writers who managed to go beyond individualism unlimited, who cap- 
tured the spirit of “We, the people. . . .” Without this spirit of communal 
solidarity, ^mocratic institutions arc bound to lead from selfish individual 
interest and group greed to social chaos and dissolution. To say, as Rousseau 
did, that “the general will considers only the common interest,” while “the 
will of all takes private interests into account, and is no more than a sum of 
particular wills,” is a statement of the problem rather than its solution. Still, 
the statement is important enough. Difficult as it may be to define what the 
public interest is in a concrete issue, thoughtful citizens in a working democ- 
racy arc aware that some practical way must be found to transcend purely 
private, or group, interests. In labor relations boards, e.g., we have long ac- 
cepted the principle that in addition to representatives of labor and capital, 
the public view must be reflected by a “public member,” who has the complex 
task of defending the “general ^^ill” or interest of the whole community. 

Rousseau recognizes that in direct fv>pular government unanimity is, in 
practice, impossible, and that the vote of the majority binds the minority. 
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The question of how the minority can be free and yet be bound to obey 
the majority is rejected by Rousseau as wrongly formulated. When a citizen 
objects to a proposed law in the popular assembly and finds himself in a 
minority, he docs not thereby lose his freedom, for his minority vote merely 
proves that he did not recognize the General Will, rather than that the ma- 
jority, as such, has a right to rule over him. Rousseau cautiously adds that 
this conception of freedom of the individual “presupposes, indeed, that all 
the qualities of the General Will still reside in the majority: when they cease 
to do so, whatever side a man may take, liberty is no longer possible.” 

Obeying the General Will is thus the expression of the moral freedom of 
the individual, and if he refuses to obey, he may be compelled to do so: 
“This means nothing less than that he will be forced to be free.” Here 
Rousseau revives his basic distinction between the apparent liberty of man 
in the state of nature, which actually is enslavement to selfish appetites, and 
his moral liberty in civil society, which consists in obeying laws, general in 
scope and origin, which he, ns a member of the body politic, has helped to 
make. This extreme formulation of Rousseau — that man can be forced to 
be /rre— could easily be used later by Hegel and the modern worshippers of 
the state. Yet the master conception of The Social Contract is a community 
of free men living in a small state in which democracy can be practiced 
directly by the people, a community of men who see in freedom not only 
an invitation to personal enjoyment and advantage but also to shared re- 
sponsibility for the welfare of the whole. Rousseau’s stress on the small 
political unit as the only one suited to direct and genuine democracy may 
acquire new significance as we seek to discover the means by which wc can 
create small geographical and functional areas of self-government within the 
overly impersonal methods of large-scale technology and government. 

Turning from Rousseau to John Stuart Mill’s essay On Liberty (1859), 
wc move from brilliance to balance, from the general to the specific, from 
glittering esprit to solid common sense. With the Periclean funeral address 
and Lincoln’s Ciettysburg Address, On Liberty probably ranks as one of the 
greatest testimonies of the liberal faith. Liberalism as a way of life rather 
than as a set of governmental procedures — this is the spirit captured by John 
Stuart Mill in his immortal essay. 

It is a tribute to Mill’s farsightedness that in writing On Liberty he 
thought of the future rather than of his own time, which was one of the 
most liberal periods in all recorded history. Though not foreseeing the 
precise phenomenon of twenticth<cntury totalitarianism. Mill accurately 
analyzed some of the principal social and intellectual forces that prepared 
the ground for it as well as for the spread of greater conformity in the 
established democratic societies. The greatest force that operates against 
liberty in the modern world is the fact that now people “read the same 
things, listen to the same things, sec the same things, go to the same places, 
have their hopes and fears directed to the same objects, have the same rights 
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and liberties, and the same means of asserting them.” He foresaw, possibly 
even more clearly than Alexis dc Tocquevillc, that industrialization — a social 
and economic process — is more important as a cause of levelling conformity 
than democracy — an essentially, political process. The process of conformity 
reaches, according to Mill, the last stage when the pressures of society arc 
no longer followed by the individual through weakness or acquiescence, but 
when they arc so completely assimilated to his own moral code that he is no 
longer aware that dictates and pressures of the group arc imposed upon him. 

Like Tocqueville, Mill explodes the illusion that the evolution of govern- 
ment from authoritarianism to popular self-rule necessarily solves the prob- 
lem of personal liberty. The tyranny of prevailing public opinion in democ- 
racies may be just as harmful to individuality and variety as the formal, 
legal oppression in non-democratic regimes. Protection against political 
tyranny is therefore not enough; it must be supplemented by protection 
against the tyranny of prevailing opinion and feeling. Unless absolute free- 
dom of opinion — scientific, moral, and religious — is guaranteed, a society is 
not completely free. It makes little difference to Mill’s argument how small 
the dissenting minority is: “If all mankind minus one were of one opinion, 
and only one person were of the contrary opinion, mankind would be no 
more justified in silencing that one person, ihan he, if he had the power, 
would be justified in silencing mankind.” For those who arc concerned lest 
such emphasis on personal liberty interfere with national welfare and great- 
ness, Mill has the following reminder at the end of On Liberty: “A state 
which dwarfs its men, in order that they may be more docile instruments in 
its hands even for beneficial pur()oses — will find that with small men no 
great thing can really be accomplished.” 

The centenary of the publication of On Liberty has been fittingly cele- 
brated in Isaiah Berlin’s Two Concepts of Liberty (1958), destined to be a 
classic in its field for a long time to come. Much shorter than On IJberty, 
Berlin’s essay barely examines one of the central topics of On Liberty: the 
proper boundaries between the discretion and freedom of the individual and 
the needs and demands of society, particularly in matters social and economic. 
Two Concepts of Liberty concentrates on the meaning of freedom from’ the 
viewpoint of analysis and history rather than of morals and ethics — although 
Berlin’s conclusions clearly point to an ethics which is very much akin to 
that of Mill. Berlin secs in the conception of freedom two main meanings, 
often not recognized or confused. First there is the negative concept of 
liberty that tries to answer the question, “How much control.^" By contrast, 
the positive concept of liberty seeks to answer the question, “Who is to exer- 
cise control.?” The negative concept of liberty is often expressed as “freedom 
from,” whereas the positive concept of liberty is “freedom to.” Politically 
and historically, the distinction between the negative concept of liberty as 
absence of constraint and the positive concept of liberty as self-government 
roughly coincides with the distinction between liberalism and democracy. 
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The questions inherent in the negative and positive concepts of liberty are 
good questions, and the answers provided by liberalism and democracy may 
be good answers, but things that are separately good do not always mix well 
or easily. As long as there was a common enemy, such as monarchical or 
aristocratic privilege or church control of thought, liberalism and democracy 
could work closely together, as is the actual record of historical experience. 
But when the common enemy had passed, incongruities began to show up. 
The Constitution of the United States was originally concerned with the 
problem of democracy; the later grafting of the Bill of Rights onto the 
Constitution provided the liberal element. The issue of whether the Ameri- 
can political system is a democracy or a republic, while expressing conflicts 
of material interest, alstj reflects the philosophical conflict of whether the 
liberal or the demtxiratic element is predominant. 

The pull of the numerical majority has always been toward the positive 
conception of liberty, or democracy. The negative conception of liberty, or 
liberalism, demands the maximum amount of non-interference with the 
indiviflual compatible with the minimum demands of society. It seems un- 
likely, writes Berlin, “that this demand for liberty has ever been made by 
any but a small minority of highly civilized and sclt-conscious human beings. 
The bulk of humanity has certainly at most times been prepared to sacrifice 
this to other goals: security, status, prrj.sptrity, power, virtue, rewards in the 
next world; or justice, equality, haicrnity, and many other values which 
appear wholly, or in part, incompatible with the attainment of the greatest 
degree of individual liberty, and certainly do not need it as a pre-condition 
for their own realization.” The psychologi.sts have not said the last word on 
this matter as yet, but it appears that psychologically the negative conception 
of liberty makes very heavy demands on the individual as an autonomous, 
mature, and responsible being, capable of standing on his own feet and 
making his own decisions, and morally and socially self-sufficient to a larger 
extent than under the positive conception of liberty, which caters to, or at 
least takes into account, man’s dependence on others, although such de- 
pendence may be concealed under terms like “equality,” “cooperation,” 
"togetherness,” or “team-work.” 

When docs freedom become “licence”? Arc there any li.mits at all to 
freedom of thought and (if the latter is not to remain a monologue or 
solitary communion with the cosmos) freedom of speech, including all the 
other freedoms of communication? Although the Constitution of the United 
States expressly protects freedom of speech, twothirds of the American 
people believed, according to polls in 1954 (sec Samuel A. Stouffer, Com- 
munism, Conformity, and Civil Liberties, 1955), come opinion.s (such 
as atheist or communist) should not be permitted public expression. Only 
one-third of those polled held firm to the belief that there should be no 
limitation on speech in the United States, even for persons who hold “ev- 
ircmist" views on religion or politics. 
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Of the fifty states of the Union, thirty-three have passed “sedition” or 
“criminal syndicalism” laws, mostly in the years immediately following the 
First World War; under them, men were sentenced to long prison terms for 
selling, or even merely possessing, so-called “radical” books or pamphlets. 
One of the most famous cases dealing with freedom of opinion is Abrams 
V. United States (1919). On August 23, 1918, an obscure anarchist, named 
Abrams, distributed some leaflets in a poor section of New York, in which 
he attacked the United States government for sending troops and munitions 
to Russia to fight the Bolshc^-ik government that had been established in 
November, 1917. Abrams was charged with violation of the Espionage Act 
of 1918, specifically with having hindered the war effort of the United States 
against Germany, by publishing leaflets intending to cause strikes and re- 
volts. Abrams, aged twenty-nine, was sentenced to twenty years’ imprison- 
ment by a federal district court. His four codefendants, also completely un- 
known Socialist and anarchist youths, received prison terms ranging from 
three to twenty years. In 1919 the case came to the Supreme Court, and seven 
out of the nine judges upheld the sentence of the lower court. Mr. Justice 
Holmes wrote the dissenting opinion, in which Mr. Justice Brandeis con- 
curred. Holmes denied that society has the right to punish opinions unless 
they “so imminently threaten immediate interference with the lawful and 
pressing purposes of the law that an immediate check is required to save the 
country.” Holmes had expressed the nature of this test in even sharper 
terms in Schenck^ v. United States (1919): “The question in every case is 
whether the words used are used in such circumstances and are of such a 
nature as to create a clear and present danger that they will bring about the 
substantive evils that Congress has a right to prevent. It is a question of 
proximity and degree.” Holmes thus denied that words are punishable be- 
cause they might incite to violence in an undefined future. In the Abrams 
case the test of “imminent threat” seemed to indicate to Holmes that Abrams 
was unjustly punished: “Now nobody can suppose that the surreptitious 
publishing of a silly leaflet by an unknown man, without more, would pre- 
sent any immediate danger that its opinions would hinder the success of the 
government arms or have any appreciable tendency to do so.” Far from 
being pro-German, Abrams had bitterly denounced German militarism in 
his leaflets. Holmes finally asserted this: “In this case sentences of twenty 
years imprisonment have been imposed for the publishing of two leaflets 
that I believe the defendants had as much right to publish as the Govern- 
ment has to publish the Constitution of the United States now vainly 
invoked by them.” As time went on, more and more people realized the 
folly of the Anglo-French- American-Japancse expedition to Russia in 1918; 
in 1929 Secretary of War Newton D. Baker wrote that “the expedition was 
nonsense from the beginning.” 

Democracies, it seems, therefore, are not immune from the danger of 
oppressing freedom of opinion and speech in the name of patriotism, loyalty 
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to democratic institutions, and fear of nonconformity. This is why Mill’s 
warning is perennially timely that no society is '‘completely free” in which 
“absolute freedom of opinion and sentiment on all subjects, practical or 
speculative, scientific, moral or theological” does not exist “absolute and un- 
qualified.” And those who justify the right of the majority to persecute 
dissenters on the ground that majorities are right should reflect on Mill’s 
warning that “ages are no more infallible than individuals.” 

In “normal” times, there is a good chance for liberty and loyalty to be 
conceived and practiced in a more generous and broad-minded manner. The 
real test of how deeply a nation is committed to liberty comes in times of 
stress and tension. During World War II, the governments and peoples of 
lH>th Britain and the United States maintained a remarkably high degree of 
free speech and opinion, and the record in both countries was much better 
than during World War I. When World War II came to an end, the hope 
was widely expressed that the defeat of the Fascist Axis (Germany-Japan- 
Italy) would make possible a new era of liberty and democracy throughout 
the world. Yet the war was hardly over when the alliance between the 
Western democracies and the Soviet Union dissolved. Cooperation was re- 
placed by distrust and recrimination, and the high hopes for a lasting peace 
were shattered by the stark reality of aggressive communist imperialism. 
This background of international tension has been the primary cause of the 
pressure for more uniformity and orthodoxy in democratic nations. Loyalty 
became the key concept in an era of fear and frustration. 

hven before the United States was born, Edmund Burke had referred to 
the citizens of the North American colonies as “dissenters from dissent”: 
whereas the English had established in religion and politics a tradition of 
dissent, the Americans, according to Burke, went even further, by being 
“dissenters from dissent,” and Burke therefore uttered in his speeches on 
conciliation with the American colonies the prophetic warning that govern- 
ment in America could not be based on loyalty which was the result of fear 
and repression rather than right and liberty. 

Among the founders of the Republic, no one emphasized the concept of 
revolution and dissent more vigorously and consistently than Thomas Jeffer- 
son. Julian P. Boyd, the outstanding Jefferson scholar of our time, and editor 
of the first complete edition of his Papers, appraises the issue of liberty and 
loyalty in “Subversive of What?” (1948), taking an actual incident in Jeffer- 
son’s life as the starting point. The incident related to the attempted official 
banning, in Philadelphia, of a book as subversive and blasphemous, and in 
our present age of “book-burning” the story told by Boyd is of particular 
interest. Jefferson asks whether in the United States of America we are to 
have “a censor whose imprimatur shall say what books may be sold, and 
what we may buy,” and “whose foot is to be the ineasure to which ours arc 
all to be cut or stretched.” As far as political criticism in general is con- 
cerned, there are always those who, particularly in time of crisis, will allow 
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criticism of details but not of fundamentals. Here, Jefferson’s words from his 
First Inaugural Address will stand as a permanent reminder: “If there be 
any among us who wish to dissolve this union or to change its republican 
form, let them stand undisturbed as monuments of the safety with which 
error of opinion may be tolerated where reason is left free to combat it.” 

Boyd s discussion of loyalty in the light of American values and traditions 
is tremendously significant, and his analyses of the meaning of loyalty are 
of profound relevance as guideposts in the formulation and appraisal of 
public policies dealing with the loyalty issue. Yet there still remains the 
practical issue of what to do with Communists and Communist fellow- 
travelers in public life, particularly in public employment. Morris L. Ernst, 
an American lawyer long associated with the cause of civil liberty, proposes 
“Some Affirmative Suggestions for a Loyalty Program” (1950) on the basic 
assumption that communism in the United States is a real problem, and 
that it must be coped with in concrete terms rather than in philosophical 
generalities. The war with communism, whether hot or cold, “is a war for 
the minds of men, and we can lose it without losing a life.” While dis- 
loyalty and espionage are not new in American history, the nature of Com- 
munist political activity is different from that of traditional political parties 
and groups, inasmuch as communism operates with “a new kind of or- 
ganized stealth and anonymity.” The open Communist is much less of a 
problem than the crypto-Communists. In studying antidemocratic political 
groups. Fascist or Communist, in the United States, Ernst is struck by the 
fact that such organizations never make full disclosures to the American 
people, whether it be with regard to the source of income, lists of members, 
officers, or activities. Ernst therefore proposes that publicity be used as the 
principal weapon in fighting antidemocratic subversive groups. Organiza- 
tions which refuse full disclosure of their finances, members, and officers 
should be put on the list of subversive organizations, provided they have had 
the opportunity to present their case in an open hearing. Only individuals 
associated with such secret subversive organizations should be affected by 
the loyalty or security program; no person could claim innocence of associa- 
tion in the case of a political group which freely chooses the undercover of 
secrecy for its activities in preference to the aboveboard openness of legality 
However, in following the British approach to the problem of loyalty and 
security in public employment, Ernst proposes that the application of such 
a program be limited to “sensitive” agencies or jobs, in which loyalty and 
security are integral elements of employment, as in the Atomic Energy 
Commission, the Departments of Defense, or in highly confidential scientific 
research. “I would not want a person of even a potential division of loyalty,” 
Ernst writes, “to be employed cleaning out the trash baskets at the White 
House, but I should imagine no one would object if such a person were 
given a job picking up leaves in a public park in Washington.” The need to 
distinguish between “sensitive” and “non-sensitive” jobs in public employ- 
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merit was finally recognized by the Supreme Court in Cole v. Young (195^) > 
ruling that the security program for federal employees was applicable only 
to “sensitive” positions. Since half the number of persons dismissed under 
the security program had held “non-sensitive” jobs, the decision of the 
Supreme Court had immediate practical results; more importantly from an 
over -all viewpoint, it helped to create a new, and more rational, climate in 
matters relating to loyally and security in the government. 

Ernst’s stress on publicity as the principal weapon in fighting Communist 
or Fascist organizations in a democracy, in the security area as well as in 
(ither aspects of public policy, is supported by considerable experience, al- 
though there is no one panacea in fighting subversion in a democracy. It is 
a matter of record that no country was ever brought under the rule of com- 
munism by open and legal means; conspiracy and terror always played an 
impcirtani part in preparing the ground for eventual Communist victory, 
and conspiracy and terror have also played equally important roles in Com- 
munist international jxjlicy. As far as Communist theory and long-term 
strategy are concerned, J^nin wrote as early as in 1902 (in What Is to Be 
Done?) that the open Communist party and trade union organizations must 
be led by small groups of professional revolutionaries, and that such groups — 
the real (Kilicy-makers in the movement — must be “as secret as possible.” 
In later years, too, Lenin frequently reiterated the point that Communists 
must combine illegal with legal work, even where Communist parties arc 
legally permitted. 

In theory and practice, secrecy has thus played a key role in the spread of 
Communist activity, and democratic nations have been forced, as a matter 
of practical necessity — nay, of survival — to cope with the problem of Com- 
munist conspiracy in a manner to be determined by the law. Two conflicting 
values are at stake: first, liberty, the heart and life-blood of democracy; 
second, security, without which liberty might easily be destroyed. In the 
United States, the curbing of communism by legal means is based on the 
Smith Act of 1940, sections 2 and 3 of which provide as follows: 

“Sec. 2: (a) It shall be unlawful for any person — 

(1) to knowingly or wilfully advocate, abet, advise, or teach the 
duty, necessity, desirability, or propriety of overthrowing 
or destroying any government in the United States by 
force or violence, or by the assassination of any officer of 
such government. 

(2) with intent to cause the overthrow or destruction of any 
government in the United States, to print, publish, edit, 
issue, circulate, sell, distribute, or publicly display any writ- 
ten or printed matter advocating, advising, or teaching the 
duty, necessity, desirability, or propriety of overthrowing or 
destroying any government in the United States by force 
or violence; 
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(3) to organize or help to organize any society, group, or as- 
sembly of persons who teach, advocate, or encourage the 
overthrow or destruction of any government in the United 
States by force or violence; or to be or become a member 
of, or affiliate with, any such society, group, or assembly of 
persons, knowing the purpose thereof. 

Sec. 3 : (b) It shall be unlawful for any person to commit, or to conspire to 
commit, any of the acts prohibited by the provisions of this 
title.” 

In 1948, eleven Communist leaders were indicted for violation of the con- 
spiracy provisions of the Smith Act. The trial, one of the most important 
political trials in American history, lasted over nine months, the record 
running up to sixteen thousand pages. Finally, the Supreme Court took up 
the case, and decided against the Communist leaders on June 4, 1951. The 
main constitutional issue involved was whether sections 2 and 3 of the Smith 
Act violated the First and Fifth Amendments. The First Amendment pro- 
vides that Congress shall make no law ‘‘abridging the freedom of speech, 
or of the press; or the right of the people peaceably to assemble, and to 
petition the Government for a redress of grievances.” Under the Fifth 
Amendment, no person “shall be deprived of life, liberty, or property, with- 
out due process of law.” 

Before the Dennis case of 1951 (involving Dennis and ten other top Com- 
munist leaders), the Supreme Court had on several occasions dealt with 
communism, but always as a side issue. The Dennis case was the first in 
which the Supreme Court decided whether Communist organization and 
propaganda enjoy the protection of free speech of the First and Fifth Amend- 
ments, or whether Congress has the authority to outlaw them. Holding the 
Smith Act constitutional by a majority of six to two, the Supreme Court 
finally determined an issue of the highest political and constitutional signifi- 
cance. As can be seen from the text of the majority and minority opinions, 
passions can run as high inside the highest court of the land as in the less 
aloof atmosphere of the marketplace outside. 

A central concept in the conflicting opinions of the C'ourt was the clear and 
present danger doctrine, as expressed by Mr. Justice Holmes in the Schenck, 
case in 1919. “The question in every case.” Holmes wrote, “is whether the 
words used are used in such circumstances and are of such a nature as to 
create a clear and present danger that they will bring about the substantive 
evils that Congress has a right to prevent. It is a question of proximity and 
degree.” Writing for the majority in the Dennis case, Chief Justice Vinson 
declared that the Communist conspiracy created a “ ‘clear and present danger’ 
of an attempt to overthrow the Government by force and violence.” How- 
ever, he went, in his opinion, beyond the “clear and present danger” doctrine 
by accepting a new, and more restrictive, doctrine of probable danger, as 
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expressed by Chief Judge Learned Hand of the Court of Appeals in decid- 
ing against the eleven Communist leaders: “In each case (courts) must ask 
whether the gravity of the ‘evil,’ discounted by its improbability, justifies 
such invasion of free speech as is necessary to avoid the danger.” Mr. Justice 
Jackson in his concurring opinion denied that the “clear and present danger” 
test could properly be applied to this case; otherwise Communist plotting 
would be protected during its period of incubation, and the Government 
could move “only after imminent action is manifest, when it would, of 
course, be too late.” 

In his dissenting opinion, Mr. Justice Black stresses that the Communist 
leaders were not charged with any nonverbal acts designed to overthrow 
the government, and that the outlawry of verbal expressions of revolution 
constitutes a drastic qualification or complete repudiation of the “clear and 
present danger” doctrine. Mr. Justice Douglas, in his dissenting opinion, con- 
cedes that “the freedom to speak is not absolute,” and accepts, in general, the 
Holmesian principle of the “clear and present danger” doctrine. However, 
whereas Holmes left the meaning of his principle rather vague, Douglas 
quotes approvingly the formulation by Mr. Justice Brandeis in Whitney v. 
California (1927) that “no danger flowing from speech can be deemed clear 
and present, unless the incidence of the evil apprehended is so imminent 
that it may befall before there is opportunity for full discussion.” Following 
this Brandeisian concept, Douglas argues that free speech has destroyed 
communism as an effective political force in the United States, and that it 
is “inconceivable” that advocates of Ommunist revolution in this country 
would have any success. Finally, Black expressed the hope that “in calmer 
times, when present pressures, passion.s, and fears subside, this or some later 
C'ourt will restore the First Amendment liberties to the high preferred place 
where they belong in a free society.” 

This hope was fulfilled — almost, but not quite completely — six years later 
in the case against fourteen West Coast Communist leaders (Yates v. United 
States, 1957). Virtually reversing is position of 1951, the Supreme Court 
ruled in the Yates case that a distinction must be made “between advocacy 
of forcible overthrow as an ab.stract doctrine and advocacy of action to that 
end,” and that “mere membership or the holding of office in the Communist 
Party” did not constitute sufficient evidence of the intent to overthrow the 
government by force. “The essential distinction,” the Court said, “is that 
those to whom the advocacy is addressed must be urged to do something, 
now or in the future, rather than merely to believe in something.” The 
mere holding of revolutionary beliefs or even membership (or office) in a 
revolutionary party is not enough: to be convicted under the Smith Act, 
the Court seemed to say, individual unlawful acts must be proved. 

While the decision in Yates did not explicitly attack the constitutionality 
of the Smith Act, it marked, at least, a return to the “clear and present 
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danger’* doctrine that had been strongly modified; if not abandoned, in the 
Dennis case. Thus, the Yates decision helped to reestablish the traditional 
democratic (and American) concept under which all doctrines, including 
revolutionary ones, may be lawfully advocated and propagated. 

It is noteworthy that this new approach (new in relation to the Dennis 
case, but traditional in relation to the long stream of constitutional juris- 
prudence) of the Supreme Court to the issue of political liberty and freedom 
of expression occurred four years after the end of the Korean war, nearly 
three years after the Senate’s censure of Senator Joseph McCarthy, and one 
month after the latter’s death. Equally noteworthy is the fact that of the 
nine justices of the Supreme Court six concurred in the decision, whereas 
only one (Mr. Justice Clark) dissented (two did not participate in the de- 
cision). Justices Black and Douglas, who in 1951 were the only dissenters 
in Dennis, were not satisfied that the Court majority in Yates had fully 
adopted their viewpoint. Mr. Justice Black (with whom Mr. Justice Douglas 
joined), wrote a separate opinion containing the following passage: ‘‘Unless 
there is complete freedom for expression of all ideas, whether we like them 
or not, concerning the way government should be run and who shall run it, 
I doubt if any views in the long run can be secured against the censor. The 
First Amendment provides the only kind of security system that can pre- 
serve a free government-one that leaves the way wide open for people to 
favor, discuss, advocate, or incite causes and doctrines however obnoxious 
and antagonistic such views may be to the rest of us.” Tlie fourteen West 
Coast Communist leaders were charged with the intent of foisting upon the 
United States “a despicable form of authoritarian government in which 
voices criticizing the existing order are summarily silenced. I fear that the 
present type of prosecutions are more in line with the philosophy of authori- 
tarian government than with that expressed by our First Amendment.” 
Whereas the majority implies that the Smith Act is constitutional but that 
a distinction has to be drawn between advocacy of forcible overthrow as an 
abstract doctrine and advocacy inciting to action, Black and Douglas ex- 
plicitly state that the Smith Act is unconstitutional because it is in violation 
of the First Amendment, for the latter ‘‘forbids Congress to punish people 
for talking about public affairs, whether or not such discussion incites to 
action, legal or illegal.” 

The history of the Supreme Court is full of instances in which the minority 
of yesterday becomes the majority of today. The minority viewpoint of 
Justices Black and Douglas did not fully convert the majority in 1957, par- 
ticularly on the issue of the constitutionality of the Smith Act; but the 
majority in the Yates case at least interpreted the Smith Act in such a re- 
strictive way as to make it virtually inoperable, thus satisfying most (though 
not all) defenders of the traditir-^al doctrine of individual freedom as the 
chief 2 iim of the Constitution. 
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JEAN JACQUES ROUSSEAU 

1. Freedom and the General WUl* 


Man is born free; and everywhere he is in chains. One thinks himself the 
master of others, and still remains a greater slave than they. How did this 
change come about? I do not know. What can make it legitimate? That 
question I think I can answer. 

If I took into account only force, and the effects derived from it, I should 
say: “As long as a people is compelled to obey, and obeys, it does well; as soon 
as it can shake off the yoke, and shakes it off, it does still better, for, regaining 
its liberty by the same right as took it away, either it is justified in resuming 
it, or there was no justification for those who took it away.” But the social 
order is a sacred right which is the basis of all other rights. Nevertheless, this 
right does not come from nature, and must therefore be founded on conven- 
tions. 

The strongest is never strong enough to be always the master, unless he 
transforms strength into right, and obedience into duty. Hence the right of 
the strongest, which, though to all seeming meant ironically, is really laid 
down as a fundamental principle. But are we never to have an explanation 
of this phrase? Force is a physical power, and I fail to see what moral effect 
it can have. To yield to force is an act of necessity, not of will — at the most, 
an act of prudence. In what sense can it be a duty? 

Suppose for a moment that this so-called “right” exists. I maintain that the 
sole result is a mass of inexplicable nonsense. For, if force creates right, the 
effect changes with the cause; every force that is greater than the first suc- 
ceeds to its right. As soon as it is possible to disobey with impunity, dis- 
obedience is legitimate; and, the strongest being always in the right, the only 
thing that matters is to act so as to become the strongest. But what kind of 
right is that which perishes when force fails? If we must obey perforce, there 
is no need to obey because we ought; and if we are not forced to obey, we arc 
under no obligation to do so. Clearly, the word “right” adds nothing to force: 
in this connection, it means ab.solutely nothing. 

Obey the powers that be. If this means yield to force, it is a good precept, 
but superfluous; I can answer for its never being violated. All power comes 
from God, I admit; but so docs all sickness: docs that mean that we arc 

•From lean facques Rousseau, The Social Contract (1762; Everyman’s Library, E. P. Dutton 
U Co., Inc.. 10^8). Bv permission. 
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forbidden to call in the doctor? A brigand surprises me at the edge of a wood: 
must I not merely surrender my purse on compulsion; but, even if I could 
withhold it, am I in conscience bound to give it up? For certainly the pistol 
he holds is also a power. 

Let us then admit that force does not create right, and that we are obliged 
to obey only legitimate powers. 

Since no man has a natural authority over his fellow, and force creates no 
right, we must conclude that conventions form the basis of all legitimate 
authority among men. 

If an individual, says Grotius, can alienate his liberty and make himself 
the slave of a master, why could not a whole people do the same and make 
itself subject to a king? There are in this passage plenty of ambiguous words 
which would need explaining; but let us confine ourselves to the word 
alienate. To alienate is to give or to sell. Now, a man who becomes the slave 
of another does not give himself; he sells hip^self, at the least tor his sub- 
sistence: but for what does a people sell itself? A king is so far from furnish- 
ing his subjects with their subsistence that he gets his own only from them; 
and, according to Rabelais, kings do not live on nothing. Do subjects then 
give their persons on condition that the king takes their goods also? I fail to 
sec what they have left to preserve. 

It will be said that the despot assures his subjects civil tranquillity. 
Granted; but what do they gain, if the wars his ambition brings down upon 
them, his insatiable avidity, and the vexatious conduct of his ministers press 
harder on them than their own di.ssensions would have clone ? What do they 
gain, if the very tranquillity they enjoy is one of their miseries? Tranquillity 
is found also in dungeons; but is that enough to make them desirable places 
to live in ? The Greeks imprisoned in the cave of the Cyclops lived there very 
tranquilly, while they were awaiting their turn to be devoured. 

To say that a man gives himself gratuitously, is to say what is absurd and 
inconceivable; such an act is null and illegitimate, from the mere fact that he 
who docs it is out of his mind. To say the same of a whole people is to suppose 
a people of madmen; and madness creates no right. 

Even if each man could alienate himself, he could not alienate his children: 
they arc born men and free; their liberty belongs to them, and no one but 
they has the right to dispose of it. Before they come to years of discretion, 
the father can, in their name, lay down conditions for their preservation and 
well-being, but he cannot give them irrevocably and without conditions: such 
a gift is contrary to the ends of nature, and exceeds the rights of paternity. 
It would therefore be necessary, in order to legitimise an arbitrary gov- 
ernment, that in every gcncratio;, the people should be in a position to 
accept or reject it; but, were this so, the government would be no longer 
arbitrary. 
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To renounce liberty is to renounce being a man, to surrender the rights 
of humanity and even its duties. For him who renounces everything no in- 
demnity is possible. Such a renunciation is incompatible with man’s nature; 
to remove all liberty from his will is to remove all morality from his acts. 
Finally, it is an empty and contradictory convention that sets up, on the one 
side, absolute authority, and, on the other, unlimited obedience. It is not 
clear that we can be under no obligation to a person from whom we have 
the right to exact everything.? Does not this condition alone, in the absence 
of equivalence or exchange, in itself involve the nullity of the act? For what 
right can my slave have against me, when all that he has belongs to me, and, 
his right being mine, this right of mine against myself is a phrase devoid of 
meaning? 

The passage from the state of nature to the civil state produces a very re- 
markable change in man, by substituting justice for instinct in his conduct, 
and giving his actions the morality they had formerly lacked. Then only, 
when the v<)ice of duly takes the place of physical impulses and right of 
appetite, does man, who so far had considered only himself, find that he is 
forced to act on different principles, and to consult his reason before listening 
to his inclinations. Although, in this state, he deprives himself of some ad- 
vantages which he got from nature, he gains in return others so great, his 
faculties are so stimulated and developed, his ideas so extended, his feelings 
so ennobled, and his whole soul so uplifted, that, did not the abuses of this 
new condition often degrade him below that which he left, he would be 
bound to bless continually the happy moment which took him from it for 
ever, and, instead of a stupid and unimaginative animal, made him an intel- 
ligent being and a man. 

Let us draw up the whole account in terms easily commensurable. What 
man loses by the social contract is his natural liberty and an unlimited right 
to everything he tries to get and succeeds in getting; what he gains is civil 
liberty and the proprietorship of all he possesses. If wc arc to avoid mistakes 
in weighing one against the other, we must clearly distinguish natural liberty, 
whith is bounded only by the strength of the individual, from civil liberty, 
which is limited by the general will; and possession, which is merely the 
effect of force or the right of the first occupier, from property, which can be 
founded only on a positive title. 

Wc might, over and above all this, add, to what man acquires in the civil 
state, moral liberty, which alone makes him truly master of himself; for the 
mere impulse of appetite is slavery, while obedience to a law which wc pre- 
scribe to ourselves is liberty. 


The general will is always right and tends to the public advantage; but it 
docs not follow that the deliberations of the people are always equally cor- 
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rcct. Our will is always for our own good, but wc do not always see what 
that is; the people is never corrupted, but it is often deceived, and on such 
occasions only does it seem to will what is bad. 

There is often a great deal of difference between the will of all and the 
general will; the latter considers only the common interest, while the former 
takes private interest into account, and is no more than a sum of particular 
wills: but take away from these same wills the pluses and minuses that can- 
cel one another, and the general will remains as the sum of the differences. 

If, when the people, being furnished with adequate information, held its 
deliberations, the citizens had no communication one with another, the 
grand total of the small differences would always give the general will, and 
the decision would always be good. But when factions arise, and partial asso- 
ciations are formed at the expense of the great association, the will of each of 
these associations becomes general in relation to its members, while it re- 
mains particular in relation to the State: it may then be said that tliere are no 
longer as many votes as there are men, but only as many as there are associa- 
tions. The differences become less numerous and give a less general result. 
Lastly, when one of these associations is so great as to prevail over all the rest, 
the result is no longer a sum of small differences, but a single difference; in 
this case there is no longer a general will, and the opinion which prevails is 
purely particular. 

It is therefore essential, if the general will is to be able to express itself, that 
there should be no partial society within the State, and that each citizen 
should think only his own thoughts. 

As nature has set bounds to the stature of a well-made man, and, outside 
those limits, makes nothing but giants or dwarfs, similarly, for the constitu- 
tion of a State to be at its best, it is possible to fix limits that will make it 
neither too large for good government, nor too small for self-maintenance. In 
every body politic there is a maximum strength which it cannot exceed and 
which it only loses by increasing in size. Every extension of the social tie 
means its relaxation; and, generally speaking, a small State is stronger in 
proportion than a great one. 

A thousand arguments could be advanced in favour of this principle. First, 
long distances make administration more difficult, just as a weight becomes 
heavier at the end of a longer lever. Administration therefore becomes more 
and more burdensome as the distance grows greater; for, in the first place, 
each city has its own, which is paid for by the people: each district its own, 
still paid for by the people: then comes each province, and then the great 
governments, satrapies, and vice-royalties, always costing more the higher 
you go, and always at the expense of the unfortunate people. Last of all 
comes the supreme administration, which eclipses all the rest. All these over- 
charges are a continual drain upon the subjects; so far from being better 
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governed by all these different orders, they are worse governed than if there 
were only a single authority over them. In the meantime, there scarce remain 
resources enough to meet emergencies; and, when recourse must be had to 
these, the State is always on the eve of destruction. 

This is not all; not only has the government less vigour and promptitude 
for securing the observance of the laws, preventing nuisances, correcting 
abuses, and guarding against seditious undertakings begun in distant places; 
the people has less affection for its rulers, whom it never sees, for its country, 
which, to its eyes, seems like the world, and for its fellow-citizens, most of 
whom arc unknown to it. The same laws cannot suit so many diverse prov- 
inces with different customs, situated in the most various climates, and in- 
capable of enduring a uniform government. Different laws lead only to 
trouble and confusion among peoples which, living under the same rulers 
aufl in constant communication one with another, intermingle and inter- 
marry, and, coming under the sway of new customs, never know if they can 
call their very patrimony their own. Talent is buried, virtue unknown and 
vice unpunished, among such a multitude of men who do not know one 
another, gathered together in one place at the seat of the central adminis- 
tration. The leaders, overwhelmed with business, sec nothing for themselves; 
the State is governed by clerks. Finally, the measures which have to be taken 
to maintain the general authority, which all these distant officials wish to 
escape or to impose upon, absorb all the energy of the public, so that there is 
none left for the happiness of the people. There is hardly enough to defend 
it when need arises, and thus a body which is too big for its constitution gives 
way and falls crushed under its own weight. 

The better the constitution of a State is, the more do public affairs encroach 
on private in the minds of the citizens. Private affairs are even of much less 
importance, because the aggregate of the common happiness furnishes a 
greater proportion of that of each individual, so that there is less for him to 
seek in particular cares. In a well-ordered city every man flics to the as- 
semblies: under a bad government no one cares to stir a step to get to them, 
because no one is interested in what happens there, because it is foreseen that 
the general will will not prevail, and lastly because domestic cares are all- 
absf:)rbing. Good laws lead to the making of better ones; bad ones bring about 
worse. As soon as any man says of the affairs of the State: What does it matter 
to me? the State may be given up for lost. 

Those who distinguish civil from theological intolerance arc, to my mind, 
mistaken. The two forms arc inseparable. It is impossible to live at peace 
with those we regard as danmed; to love them would be to hate God who 
punishes them : we positively must either reclaim or torment them. Wherever 
theological intolerance is admitted, it must inevitably have some civil effect* 
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and as soon as it has such an effect, the Sovereign is no longer Sovereign even 
in the temporal sphere: thenceforth priests are the real masters, and kings 
only their ministers. 

Now that there is and can be no longer an exclusive national religion, 
tolerance should be given to all religions that tolerate others, so long as their 
dogmas contain nothing contrary to the duties of citizenship. But whoever 
dares to say: Outside the Church is no salvation, ought to be driven from the 
State, unless the State is the Church, and the prince the pontiff. Such a 
dogma is good only in a theocratic government; in any other, it is fatal. 


JOHN STUART MILL 


2. Freedom of Opinion — Limited or Unlimited?* 


Speaking generally, it is not, in constitutional countries, to be ap- 
prehended, that the government, whether completely responsible to the peo- 
ple or not, will often attempt to control the expression of opinion, except 
when in doing so it makes itself the organ of the general intolerance of the 
public. Let us suppose, therefore, that the government is entirely at one with 
the people, and never thinks of exerting any power of coercion unless in 
agreement with what it conceives to be their voice. But I deny the right of 
the people to exercise such coercion, either by themselves or by their govern- 
ment. The power itself is illegitimate. It is as noxious, or more noxious, 
when exerted in accordance with public opinion, than when in opposition 
to it. If all mankind minus one, were of one opinion, and only one person 
were of the contrary opinion, mankind would be no more justified in silenc- 
ing that one person, than he, if he had the power, would be justified in 
silencing mankind. Were an opinion a personal possession of no value ex- 
cept to the owner; if to be obstructed in the enjoyment of it were simply a 
private injury, it would make some difference whether the injury was in- 
flicted only on a few persons or on many. But the peculiar evil of silencing 
the expression of an opinion is, that it is robbing the human race; posterity 
as well as the existing generation; those who dissent from the opinion, still 
more than those who hold it. If the opinion is right, they are deprived of the 
opportunity of exchanging error for truth; if wrong, they lose, what is al- 
most as great a benefit, the clearer perception and livelier impression of 
truth, produced by its collision w.ih error. 

It is necessary to consider separately these two hypotheses, each of which 

*Frotn John Stuart Mill, On Liberty (1859J. 
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has a distinct branch of the argument corresponding to it. We can never be 
sure that the opinion we are endeavouring to stifle is a false opinion; and 
if we were sure, stifling it would be an evil still. 

First: the opinion which it is attempted to suppress by authority may pos- 
sibly be true. Those who desire to suppress it, of course deny its truth; but 
they are not infallible. They have no authority to decide the question for all 
mankind, and exclude every other person from the means of judging. To 
refuse a hearing to an opinion, because they are sure that it is false, is to as- 
sume that their certainty is the same thing as absolute certainty. All si- 
lencing of discussion is an assumption of infallibility. Its condemnation 
may be allowed to rest on this common argument, not the worse for being 
common. 

Unfortunately for the good sense of mankind, the fact of their fallibility 
is far from carrying the weight in their practical judgement, which is always 
allowed to it in theory; f<jr while every one well knows himself to be fallible, 
few think it necessary to take any precautions against their own fallibility, or 
admit the sujiposition that any opinion, of which they feel very certain, may 
be one of the examples of the error to which they acknowledge themselves 
to he liable. Absolute princes, or others who are accustomed to unlimited 
deference, usually feel this complete confidence in their own opinions on 
nearly all subjects. People more happily situated, who sometimes hear their 
opinions disputed, and are not wholly unused to be set right when they are 
wrong, place the same unbounded reliance only on such of their opinions as 
are shared hy all who surround them, or to whom they habitually defer: for 
in proportion to a man’s want of confidence in his own solitary judgement, 
does he usually repose, with implicit trust, on the infallibility of “the world” 
in general. And the world, to each individual, means the part of it with 
which he comes in contact; his party, his set, his church, his class of society: 
the man may be called, by comparison, almost liberal and large-minded to 
whom it means anything so comprehensive as his own country or his own 
age. Nor is his faith in this collective authority at all shaken by his being 
aware that other ages, countries, sects, churches, classes, and parties have 
thought, and even now think, the exact reverse. He devolves upon his own 
world the responsibility of being in the right against the dissentient worlds 
of other people; and it never troubles him that mere accident has decided 
which of these numerous worlds is the object of his reliance, and that the 
same causes which make him a Churchman in London, would have made 
him a Buddhist or a Confucian in Pekin. Yet it is as evident in itself, as 
any amount of argument can make it, that ages are no rrtore infallible than 
individuals; every age having held many opinions which subsequent ages 
have deemed not only false but absurd; and it is as certain that many opin- 
ions, now general, will be rejected by future ages, as it is that many, once 
general, are rejected by the present. 
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The objection likely to be made to this argument would probably take 
some such form as the following. There is no greater as^umption of infalli- 
bility in forbidding the propagation of error, than in any other thing which is 
done by public authority on its own judgement and responsibility. Judgement 
is given to men that they may use it. Because it may be used erroneously, 
are men to be told that they ought not to use it at all ? To prohibit what they 
think pernicious, is not claiming exemption from error, but fulfilling the 
duty incumbent on them, although fallible, of acting on their conscientious 
conviction. If we were never to act on our opinions, because those opinions 
may be wrong, we should leave all our interests uncared for, and all our 
duties unperformed. An objection which applies to all conduct, can be no 
valid objection to any conduct in- particular. It is the duty of governments, 
and of individuals, to form the truest opinions they can : to form them care- 
fully, and never impose them upon others unless they are quite sure of being 
right. But when they are sure (such reasoners may say), it is not conscien- 
tiousness but cowardice to shrink from acting on their opinions, and allow 
doctrines which they honestly think dangerous to the welfare of mankind, 
either in this life or in another, to be scattered abroad without restraint, 
because other people, in less enlightened times, have persecuted opinions 
now believed to be true. Let us take care, it may be said, not to make the same 
mistake: but governments and nations have made mistakes in other things, 
which are not denied to be fit subjects for the exercise of their authority: 
they have laid on bad taxes, made unjust wars. Ought we therefore to lay 
on no taxes, and, under whatever provocation, make no wars? Men, and 
governments, must act to the best of their ability. There is no such thing 
as absolute certainty, but there is assurance sufficient for the purposes of 
human life. We may, and must, assume our opinion to be true for the guid- 
ance of our own conduct: and it is assuming no more when wc forbid bad 
men to pervert society by the propagation of opinions which wc regard as 
false and pernicious. 

I answer, that it is assuming very much more. There is the greatest differ- 
ence between presuming an opinion to be true, because, with every oppor- 
tunity for contesting it, it has not been refuted, and assuming its truth for 
the purpose of not permitting its refutation. Complete liberty of contradict- 
ing and disproving our opinion, is the very condition which justifies us in 
assuming its truth for purposes of action; and on no other terms can a being 
with human facilities have any rational assurance of being right. 

When we consider either the history of opinion, or the ordinary- conduct 
of human life, to what is it to be ascribed that the one and the other are no 
worse than they are? Not certainly to the inherent force of the human un- 
derstanding; for, on any matter not self-evident, there are ninety-nine per- 
sons totally incapable of judging of it, for one who is capable; and the ca- 
pacity of the hundredth person is only comparative; for the majority of the 
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eminent men of every past generation held many opinions now known to be 
erroneous, and did or approved numerous things which no one will now 
justify. Why is it, then, that there is on the whole a preponderance among 
mankind of rational opinions and rational conduct? If there really is this 
preponderance — which there must be unless human affairs are, and have al- 
ways been, in an almost desperate state— it is owing to a quality of the hu- 
man mind, the source of everything respectable in man either as an intellec- 
tual or as a n}oral being, namely, that his errors arc corrigible. He is capable 
of rectifying his mistakes, by discussion and experience. Not by experience 
alone. There must be discussion, to show how experience is to be interpreted. 
Wrong opinions and practices gradually yield to fact and argument: but 
facts and arguments, to produce any effect on the mind, must be brought 
before it. Very few facts arc able to tell their own story, without comments 
to bring out their meaning. The whole strength and value, then, of human 
judgement, depending on the one property, that it can be set right when it 
is wrong, reliance can be placed on it only when the means of setting it 
right arc kejit constantly at hand. In the case of any person whose judgement 
is really deserving of confidence, how has it become so? Because he has kept 
his mind open to criticism of his opinions and conduct. Because it has been 
Ins practice to listen to all that could he said against him; to profit by as 
much of it as was just, and expound to himself, and upon occasion to others, 
the fallacy of what was fallacious. Because he has felt, that the only way in 
which a human being can make some approach to knowing the whole of a 
subject, is by hearing what can be said a^ut it by persons of every variety 
of opinion, and studying all modes in which it can be looked at by every 
character of mind. No wise man ever acquired his wisdom in any mode 
but this; nor is it in the nature of human intellect to become wise in any 
other manner. The steady habit of correcting and completing his own opin- 
ion by collating it with those of others, so far from causing doubt and hesi- 
tation in carrying it into practice, is the only stable foundation for a just 
reliance on it: for, being cognisant of all that can, at least obviously, be said 
against him, and having taken up his position against all gainsayers — know- 
ing that he has sought for objections and difficulties, instead of avoiding 
them, and has shut out no light which can be thrown upon the subject from 
any quarter — he has a right to think his judgement better than that of any 
person, or any multitutle, who have not gone through a similar process. 

It is not too much to require that what the wisest of mankind, those 
who are best entitled to trust their own judgement, find necessary to war- 
rant their relying on it, should be submitted to by that miscellaneous collec- 
tion of a few wise and many foolish individuals, called the public. The most 
intolerant of church.es, the Roman Catholic Church, even at the canonization 
of a saint, admits, and listens patiently to, a “devil’s advocate.’* The holiest 
of men, it appears, cannot be admitted to posthumous honours, until all 
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that the devil could say against him is known and weighed. If even the 
Newtonian philosophy were not permitted to be questioned, mankind 
could not feel as complete assurance of its truth as (hry now do. The be- 
liefs which we have most warrant for, have no safeguard to rest on, but a 
standing invitation to the whole world to prove them unfounded. If the 
challenge is not accepted, or is accepted and the attempt fails, we are far 
enough from certainty still; but we have done the best that the existing state 
of human reason admits of; we have neglected nothing that could give the 
truth a chance of reaching us; if the lists are kept open, we may hope that 
if there be a better truth, it will be found when the human mind is capable 
of receiving it; and in the meantime we may rely on having attained such 
approach to truth, as is possible in our own day. This is the amount ol cer- 
tainty attainable by a fallible being, and this the sole way of attaining it. 

Strange it is, that men should admit the validity of the arguments for free 
discussion, but object to their being “pushed to an extreme”; not seeing 
that unless the reasons arc good for an extreme case, they are not gCM)d for any 
case. Strange that they should imagine that they are not assuming infallibil- 
ity, when they acknowledge that there should be free discussion on all sub- 
jects which can possibly be doubtful, but think that some particular prin- 
ciple or doctrine should be forbidden to be questioned because it is so 
certain, that is, because they arc certain that it is certain. To call any proposi- 
tion certain, while there is any one .who would deny its certainty if per- 
mitted, but who is not permitted, is to assume that we ourselves, and those 
who agree with us, are the judges of certainty, and judges without hearing 
the other side. 

In the present age— which has been described as “destitute of faith, but 
terrified at scepticism”— in which people feel sure, not so much that 
their opinions arc true, as that they should not know what to do without 
them — the claims of an opinion to be protected from public attack arc 
rested not so much on its truth, as on its- importance to society. There arc, 
it is alleged, certain beliefs, so useful, not to say indispensable to well-being, 
that it is as much the duty of government to uphold those beliefs, as to pro- 
tect any other of the interests of society. In a case of such necessity, and so 
directly in the line of their duty, something less than infallibility may, it is 
maintained, warrant, and even bind, governments, to act on their own opin- 
ion, confined by the general opinion of mankind. It is also often argued, 
and still oftener thought, that none but bad men would desire to weaken 
these salutary beliefs; and there can be nothing wrong, it is thought, in re- 
straining bad men, and prohibiting what only such men would wish to 
practise. This mode of thinking makes the justification of restraints on dis- 
cussion not a question of the truth of doctrines, but of their usefulness; and 
flatters itself by that means of escape the responsibility of claiming to be an 
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infallible judge of opinions. But those who thus satisfy themselves, do not 
perceive that the assumption of infallibility is merely shifted from one point 
to another. The usefulness of an opinion is itself matter of opinion: as dis- 
putable, as open to discussion, and requiring discussion as much, as the 
opinion itself. There is the same need of an infallible judge of opinions to 
decide an opinion to be noxious, as to decide it to be false, unless the opinion 
condemned has full opportunity of defending itself. And it will not do to say 
that the heretic may be allowed to maintain the utility or harmlcssness of 
his opinion, though forbidden to maintain its truth. The truth of an opin- 
ion is part of its utility. If we would know whether or not it is desirable that 
a proposition should be believed, is it possible to exclude the consideration 
of whether or not it is true? In the opinion, not of bad men, but of the best 
men, no belief which is contrary to truth can be really useful: and can you 
prevent .such men from urging that plea, when they are charged with cul- 
pability for denying .some doctrine which they are told is useful, but which 
they believe to he false? Those who are on the side of received opinions, 
never fail to take all possible advantage of this plea; you do not find them 
handling the (piesiion of utility as if it could be completely abstracted from 
that of truth: on the contrary, it is, above all, because their doctrine is the 
“truth,” that the knowledge or the belief of it is held to be so indispensable. 
There can be no fair di.scussion of the question of usefulness, when an argu- 
ment so vital may be employed on one side, but not on the other. And in 
point of fact, when law or public feeling do not permit the truth of an opin- 
ion to he disputed, they are just as little tolerant of a denial of its ii.sefulness. 
The utnKJSt they allow is an extenuation of its absolute nece.s.sity, or of the 
positive guilt of rejecting it. 

In order mtire fully to illustrate the mischief of denying a hearing to opin- 
ions because we, in our own judgement, have condemned them, it will be 
desirable to fix down the discussion to a concrete case; and I choose, by pref- 
erence, the cases which are least favourable to me — in which the argument 
against freedom of opinion, both on the score of truth and on that of utility, 
is considered the strongest. Let the opinions impugned be the belief in a Cod 
and in a future state, or any of the commonly received doctrines of morality. 
To fight the battle on such ground, gives a great advantage to an unfair 
antagonist; since he will be sure to say (and many who have no desire to 
Ik: unfair will say it internally). Are these the doctrines which you do not 
deem sufficiently certain to be taken under the protection of law? Is the belief 
in a Ciod one of the opinions, to feel sure of which, you hold to be assuming 
infallibility? But I must be permitted to observe, that it is not the feeling 
sure of a doctrine (he it what it may) which I call an assumption of infal- 
libility. It is the undertaking to decide the question for others, without allow- 
ing them to hear what can be said on the contrary side. And 1 denounce 
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and reprobate this pretension not the less, if put forth on the side of my most 
solemn convictions. However positive any one’s persuasion may be, not only 
of the falsity but of the pernicious consequences — not only of the pernicious 
consequences, but (to adopt expressions which I altogether condemn) the 
immorality and impiety of an opinion; yet if, in pursuance of that private 
judgement, though backed by the public judgement of his country , or his 
contemporaries, he prevents the opinion from being heard in its defence, he 
assumes infallibility. And so far from the assumption being less objectionable 
or less dangerous because the opinion is called immoral or impious, this is 
the case of all others in which it is most fatal. These are exactly the occasions 
on which the men of one generation commit those dreadful mistakes, 
which excite the astonishment and horror of posterity. It is among such that 
we find the instances memorable in history, when the arm of the law has 
been employed to root out the best men and the noblest doctrines; with 
deplorable success as to the men, though some of the doctrines have survived 
to be (as if in mockery) invoked, in defence of similar conduct towards tho.se 
who dissent from thrm, or from their received interpretation. 

Mankind can hardly be too often reminded, that there was once a man 
named Socrates, between whom and the legal authorities and public opinion 
of his time, there took place a memorable collision. Born in an age and coun- 
try abounding in individual greatness, this man has been handed down to 
us by those who best knew both him and the age, as the most virtuous man 
in it; while we know him as the head and prototype of all subsequent teach- 
ers of virtue, the source equally of the lofty inspiration of Plato and the ju- 
dicious utilitarianism of Aristotle, '7 maestri di color che sanno/* the two 
headsprings of ethical as of all other philosophy. This acknowledged master 
of all the eminent thinkers who have since lived — whose fame, still growing 
after two thousand years, all but outweighs the whole remainder of the 
names which make his native city illustrious — was put to death by his coun- 
trymen, after a judicial conviction, for impiety and immorality. Impiety, 
in denying the gods recognized by the State; indeed his accuser asserted 
(see the Apologia) that he believed in no gods at all. Immorality, in being, 
by his doctrines and instructions, a “corrupter of youth.” Of these charges 
the tribunal, there is every ground for believing, honestly found him guilty, 
and condemned the man who probably of all thfcn born had deserved best 
of mankind, to be put to death as a criminal. 

The initiation of all wise or noble things, comes and must come from in- 
dividuals; generally at first from some one individual. The honour and 
glory of the average man is that he is capable of following that initiative; 
that he can respond internally to wise and noble things, and be led to them 
with his eyes open. I am not countenancing the sort of “hero-worship” which 
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applauds the strong man of genius for forcibly seizing on the government 
of the world and making it do his bidding in spite of itself. All he cap claim 
is freedom to point out the way. The power of compelling others into it, is 
not only inconsistent with the freedom and development of all the rest, but 
corrupting to the strong man himself. It does seem, however, that when 
the opinions of masses of merely average men are everywhere become or 
becoming the dominant power, the counterpoise and corrective to that tend- 
ency would be the more and more pronounced individuality of those who 
stand on the higher eminences of thought. It is these circumstances most 
especially, that exceptional individuals, instead of being deterred, should be 
encrniraged in acting difTercntly from the mass. In other times there was no 
advantage in their doing so, unless they acted not only differently, but better. 
In this age, the mere example of nonconformity, the mere refusal to bend the 
knee t(» custom, is itself a service. Precisely because the tyranny of opinion 
is such as to make eccentricity a reproach, it is desirable, in order to break 
through that tyranny, that people should be eccentric. Eccentricity has al- 
ways abounded when and where strength of character has abounded; and 
the amount of eccentricity in a society has generally been proportional to 
the amount of genius, mental vigour, and moral courage which it contained. 
That so few now dare to be eccentric marks the chief danger of the time. 

I have said that it is important to give the freest scope possible to uncus- 
tomary things, in order that it may in lime appear w'hich of these are fit to 
be converteil into customs. Rut independence of action, and disregard of 
custom, arc not solely deserving of encouragement for the chance they af- 
ford tliat better modes of action, and customs more worthy of general 
adoption, may be struck out; nor is it only persons of decided mental su- 
periority wln> have a just claim to carry on their lives in their own way. 
There is no reason that all human existence should be constructed on some 
one or some small number of patterns. If a person possesses any tolerable 
amount of comiium sense and experience, his own mode of laying out his 
exi.siejice is the best, not because it is the best in itself, but because it is his 
own mode. Human beings are not like sheep; and even sheep are not un- 
ilisiinguishably alike. A man cannot get a coat or a pair of boots to fit him, 
unless they arc cither made to his measure, or he has a whole warehouseful 
to choose from : and is it easier to fit him with a life than with a coat, or arc 
human beings more like one another in their whole physical and spiritual 
conformation than in the shape of their feet? If it were only that people 
have diversities of taste, that is reason enough for not attempting to shape 
them .ill after one model. But different persons also require different con- 
ditions for their spiritual development; and can no more exist healthily in 
the same nn)ral, than all the-varicty of plants can in the same physical, at- 
mosphere and climate. The same things which arc helps to one person to- 
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wards the cultivation of his higher nature, are hindrances to another. The 
same mode of life is a healthy excitement to one, keeping all his faculties 
of action and enjoyment in their best order, while to another it is a distracting 
burthen, which suspends or crushes all internal life. Such are the differences 
among human beings in their sources of pleasure, their susceptibilities of 
pain, and the operation on them of different physical and moral agencies, 
that unless there is a corresponding diversity in their modes of life, they 
neither obtain their fair share of happiness, nor grow up to the mental, 
moral and aesthetic stature of which their nature is capable. Why then should 
tolerance, as far as the public sentiment is concerned, extend only to tastes 
and modes of life which extort acquiescence by the multitude of their ad- 
herents? Nowhere (except in some monastic institutions) is diversity of taste 
entirely unrecognized; a person may, without blame, either like or dislike 
rowing, or smoking, 6r music, or athletic exercises, or chess, or cards, or 
study, because both those who like each of these things, and those who dis- 
like them, are too numerous to be put down. But the man, and still more the 
woman, who can be accused cither of doing “what nobody docs,” or of not 
doing “what everybody does,” is the subject of as much depreciatory remark 
as if he or she had committed some grave moral delinquency. Persons require 
to possess a title, or some other badge of rank, or of the consideration of 
people of rank, to be able to indulge somewhat in the luxury of doing as 
they like without detriment to their estimation. To indulge somewhat, I re- 
peat: for whoever allow themselves much of that indulgence, incur the risk 
of something worse than disparaging speeches— they are in peril of a com- 
mission dc lunatico, and of having their property taken from them and given 
to their relations. 

A theory which maintains that truth may justifiably be persecuted because 
persecution cannot possibly do it any harm, cannot be charged with being 
intentionally hostile to the reception of new truths; but we cannot commend 
the generosity of its dealing with the persons to whom mankind are indebted 
for them. To discover to the world something which deeply concerns it, and 
of which it was previously ignorant; to prove to it that it had been mistaken 
on some vital point of temporal or spiritual interest, is as important a service 
as a human being can render to his fellow creatures, and in certain cases, as 
in those of the early Christians and of the Reformers, those who think with 
Dr. Johnson believe it to have been the most precious gift which could be be- 
stowed on mankind. That the authors of such splendid benefits should be 
requited by martyrdom; that their reward should be to be dealt with as the 
vilest of criminals, is not, upon this theory, a deplorable error and misfortune, 
for which humanity should mourn in sackcloth and ashes, but the normal 
and justifiable state of things. The propounder of a new truth, according to 
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this doctrine, should stand, as stood, in the legislation of the Locrians, the 
proposer of a new law, with a halter round his neck, to be instantly tight- 
ened if the public assembly did not, on hearing his reasons, then and there 
adopt his proposition. People who defend this mode of treating benefactors, 
cannot be supposed to set much value on the benefit; and I believe this view 
of the subject is mostly confined to the sort of persons who think that new 
truths may have been desirable once, but that we have had enough of them 
now. 

Bur, indeed, the dictum that truth always triumphs over persecution, is 
one of those pleasant falsehoods which men repeat after one another till they 
pass into commonplaces, but which all experience refutes. History teems 
with iitstances of truth put down' by persecution. If not suppressed for ever, 
it may Ik thrown back for centuries. To speak only of religious opinions: the 
Reformation broke out at least twenty times before Luther, and was put 
down. Arnold of Brescia was put down. Fra Dolcino was put down. Savon- 
arola was put down. The Albigcois were put down. The Vaudois were put 
down. The Lidlards were put down. The Hussites were put down. Even 
after the era of Luther, wherever persecution was persisted in, it was success- 
ful. In Spain, Italy, Flanders, the Austrian empire, Protestantism was rooted 
out; and, most likely, would have been so in England, had Queen Mary 
lived, or Queen Elizabeth died. Persecution has always succeeded, save 
where the heretics were too strong a party to be effectually persecuted. No 
reasonable person can doubt that Christianity might have been extirpated in 
the Roman F'mpire. It spread, and became predominant, because the perse- 
cutions were only occasional, lasting but a short time, and separated by long 
intervals of almost undisturbed propagandism. It is a piece of idle sentimen- 
tality that truth, merely as truth, has any inherent power denied to error, 
of prevailing against the dungeon and the stake. Men are not more zealous 
for truth than they often are for error, and a sufficient application of legal 
or even of social penalties will generally succeed in stopping the propagation 
of cither. The real advantage which truth has, consists in this, that when an 
opinion is true, it may be extinguished once, twice, or many times, but in the 
course of ages there will generally be found persons to rediscover it, until 
some one of its reappearances falls on a time when from favourable circum- 
stances it escapes persecution until it has made such head as to withstand all 
subsequent attempt to suppress it. 

The despotism of custom is everywhere the standing hindrance to human 
advancement, being in unceasing antagonism to that disposition to aim at 
something better than customary, which is called, according to circumstance.s, 
the spirit t)f liberty, or that of progress or improvement. The spirit of im- 
provement is not always a spirit of liberty, for it may aim at forcing im- 
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provements on an unwilling people; and the spirit of liberty, in so far as it re- 
sists such attempts, may ally itself locally and temporarily with the opponents 
of improvement; but the only unfailing and permanent source of improve- 
ment is liberty, since by it there are as many possible independent centres of 
improvement as there are individuals. The progressive principle, however, in 
either shape, whether as the love of liberty or of improvement, is antagonis- 
tic to the sways of Custom, involving at least emancipation from that yoke; 
and the contest between the two constitutes the chief interest of the history 
of mankind. The greater part of the world has, properly speaking, no his- 
tory, because the despotism of Custom is complete. 

We have now recognized the necessity to the mental well-being of man- 
kind (on which all their other well-being depends) of freedom of opinion, 
and freedom of the expression of opinion, on four distinct grounds; which 
we will now briefly recapitulate. 

First, if any opinion is compelled to silence, that opinion may, for ought 
we can certainly know, be true. To deny this is to assume our own infallibil- 

>ty- 

Secondly, though the silenced opinion be an error, it may, and very com- 
monly does, contain a portion of truth; and since the general or prevailing 
opinion on any subject is rarely or never the whole truth, it is only by the colli- 
sion of adverse opinions that the remainder of the truth has any chance of be- 
ing supplied. 

Thirdly, even if the received opinion be not only true, but the whole truth; 
unless it is suffered to be, and actually is, vigorously and earnestly contested, 
it will, by most of those who receive it, be held in the manner of a prejudice, 
with little comprehension or feeling of its rational grounds. And not only 
this, but, fourthly, the meaning of the doctrine itself will be in danger of be- 
ing lost, or enfeebled, and deprived of its vital effect on the character and 
conduct: the dogma becoming a mere formal profession, inefficacious for 
good, but cumbering the ground, and preventing the growth of any real and 
heartfelt conviction, from reason or personal experience. 

The worth of a State, in the long run, is the worth of the individuals com- 
posing it; and a State which postpones the interests of their mental expansion 
and elevation, to a little more of administrative skill, or of that semblance of 
it which practice gives, in the details of business; a State which dwarfs its 
men, in order that they may be more docile instruments in its hands even 
for beneficial purposes — will find that with small men no great thing can 
really be accomplished; and that the perfection of machinery to which it 
has sacrificed everything, will in the end avail it nothing, for want of the viul 
power which, in order that the machine might work more smoothly, it has 
preferred to banish. 
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3 . Freedom: Negative or Poeiiive?* 


I 


THE NOTION OF NEGATIVE FREEDOM 

I am normally said to be free to the degree to which no human being 
interferes with my activity. Political liberty in this sense is simply the area 
within which a man can do what he wants. If I am prevented by other 
persons from doing what I want I am to that degree unfree; and if the 
area within which I can do what I want is contracted by other men beyond 
a certain minimum, 1 can be described as being coerced, or, it may be, en- 
slaved. Coercion is not, however, a term that covers every form of inability. 
If I say that I am unable to jump more than lo feet in the air, or cannot 
read because I am blind, or cannot understand the darker pages of Hegel, 
it would be eccentric to say that I am to that degree enslaved or coerced. 
Coercion implies the deliberate interference of other human beings within 
the area in which I wish to act. You lack political liberty or freedom only 
if you arc prevented from attaining your goal by human beings.* Merc 
incapacity to attain your goal is not lack of political freedom.* This is 
brought out by the use of such modern expressions as ‘economic freedom’ 
and its counterpart, ‘economic slavery’. It is argued, very plausibly, that if 
a man is too poor to afford something on which there is no legal ban— 
a loaf of bread, a journey round the world, recourse to the law courts— he is 
as little free to have it as he would be if it were forbidden him by law. If my 
poverty were a kind of disease, which prevented me from buying bread or 
paying for the journey round the world, or getting my case heard, as lame- 
ness prevents me from running, this inability would not naturally be de- 
scribed as a lack of freedom at all, least of all political freedom. It is only 
because I believe that my inability to get what I want is due to the fact that 
other human beings have made arrangements whereby I am, whereas others 

* From Isaiah Berlin, Two Concepts of Liberty (Oxf<«d University Press, 1958). By permission. 

* 1 do not, of course, mean to imply the truth of the converse. 

* Helvfttui made this pt^t very clearly: The free man is the man who is not in irons, nor 
imprisoned in a gaol, nor terrorized like a slave by the fear of punishment ... it is not lack 
of freedom not to fly like an eagle or swim like a whale.’ 
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arc not, prevented from having enough money with which to pay for it, 
that I think myself a victim of coercion or slavery. In other words, this use 
of the term depends on a particular social and economic theory about the 
causes of my poverty or weakness. If my lack of means is due to my lack of 
mental or physical capacity, then I begin to speak of being deprived of 
freedom (and not simply of poverty) only if I accept the theory.® If, in 
addition, I believe that I am being kept in want by a definite arrangement 
which I consider unjust or unfair, I speak of economic slavery or oppression. 
‘The nature of things does not madden us, only ill will does*, said Rousseau. 
The criterion of oppression is the part that I believe to be played by other 
human beings, directly or indirectly, in frustrating my wishes. By being free 
in this sense I mean not being interfered with by others. The wider the area 
of non-interference the wider my freedom. 

This is certainly what the classical English political philosophers meant 
when they used this word.^ They disagreed about how wide the area could 
or should be. They supposed that it could not, as things were, be unlimited, 
because if it were, it would entail a state in which all men could boundlessly 
interfere with all other men; and this kind of ‘natural* freedom would lead 
to social chaos in which men's minimum needs would not be satisfied; or 
else the liberties of the weak would be suppressed by the strong. Because 
they perceived that human purposes and activities do not automatically har- 
monize with one another; and, because (whatever their official doctrines) 
they put high value on other goals, such as justice, or happiness, or security, 
or varying degrees of equality, they were prepared to curtail freedom in the 
interests of other values and, indeed, of freedom itself, por, without this, it 
was impossible to create the kind of association that they thought desirable. 
Consequently, it is assumed by these thinkers that the area of men’s free 
action must be limited by law. But equally it is assumed, especially by such 
libertarians as Locke and Mill in England, and Constant and Tocqueville 
in France, that there ought to exist a certain minimum area of personal 
freedom which must on no account be violated, for if it is overstepped, the 
individual will find himself in an area too narrow for even that minimum 
development of his natural faculties which alone makes it possible to pursue, 
and even to conceive, the various ends which men hold good or right or 
sacred. It follows that a frontier must be drawn between the area of private 
life and that of public authority. Where it is to be drawn is a matter of 
argument, indeed of haggling. Men are largely interdependent, and no man’s 

* The Marxist conception of social laws u, of course, the best-known version of this theory, 
but it forms a large element in some Christian and utiliurian, and all socialbt, doctrines. 

* ‘A free man’, said HoU>es, 'is he that . . is not hindered to do what he hath the will* to 
do.' Law is always a ‘fetter’, even if it protects you from being bound in chains that are heavier 
than those of the law, say, arbitrary despotism or chaos. Bentham says much the same. 
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activity is so completely private as never to obstruct the lives of others in 
any way. ‘Freedom for the pike is death for the minnows’; the liberty of 
some must depend on the restraint of others.® Still, a practical compromise 
has to be found. 

Philosophers with an optimistic view of human nature, and a belief in the 
possibility of harmonizing human interests, such as Locke or Adam Smith 
and, in some moods. Mill, believed that social harmony and progress were 
compatible with reserving a large area for private life over which neither 
the state nor any other authority must be allowed to trespass. Hobbes, and 
those who agreed with him, especially conservative or reactionary thinkers, 

‘ ‘F^rccdoni for an Oxford <Fon’, others have been known to add, ‘is a very different thing 
from freedom for an Kgyptian peasant.' 

This projHisilitin derives its force from something that is both true and important, but the 
phrase itself remains a piece of political claptrap. It is true that to offer political rights, or safe* 
guards against intervention by the state, to men who arc half-naked, illiterate, underfed, and 
rliseasetl is to mock their condition; they need medical help or education before they can under* 
stand, or make use of. an increase in their freedom. First things come first: there arc situations, 
as a nincteentli-ccntury Russian radic.il writer declared, in which boots arc superior to the works 
of Shakesp<Mrc; individual freedom is not everyone's primary need. For freedom is not the mere 
absence of frustration of whatever kind; this would inflate the meaning of the word until it 
meant too much or too little. The Egyptian peasant needs clothes or medicine before, and more 
than, iKTson.il lilxrty, but the minimum freedom that he needs today, and the greater degree 
of frecdtiin that he may need tomorrow, is not some species of freedom peculiar to him, but 
identical with that of professors, artists, and millionaires. 

What troubles the consciences of Western liberals is not, I think, the belief that the freedom 
that men seek iliffers according to their scKial or economic conditions, but that the minority 
who [)osses.s It have gaineil it by exploiting or, at least, averting their gaze from the vast majority 
who do not. They believe, with gofxl reason, that if individual liberty is an ultimate end for 
human Ix-ings, none should be deprived of it by others; least of all that some should enjoy it 
at the cx|x;nsc of others. l-Upiality of liberty; not to treat others as I should not wish them to 
treat me; repayment of my debt to those who alone have made possible rny liberty or prosperity 
or enlightenment; lustice, in its simplest and most universal sense — these arc the foundations of 
liberal morality. Liberty is not the only goal of men. I can, like the Russian critic Belinsky, say 
that if others arc to be deprived of it — if my brothers arc to remain in jxivcrlv, squalor, and 
chains — then I do not want it for myself, I reject it with both hamis, and infinitely prefer to 
share their fate. But nothing is gained by a confu.sion of terms. I'o avoid glaring inequality or 
wiilespread miserv I am ready to sacrifice some, or all, of my ftcedvitn: I may do so willinglv 
anil fieely: bu, it is freedom that I am giving up for the sake ot justice or equality or the love 
of my fellow men. 1 should be guilt-stricken, and rightly so, if I were not, in some circumstances, 
ready to make this sacrifice. But a sacrifice is not an increase in what is being sacrificed, namely 
freedom, however great the moral need or the compensation for it. Everything is what it is: 
hberiy is liberty, not esjuality or fairness or justice or human happiness or a quiet conscience. 
If the liberty of myself or my class or nation depends on the misery of a vast number of other 
human beings, the system which promotes this is unjust and immoral. But if I curtail or lose 
my freedom, in order to lessen the shame of such inequality, and do not thereby materially 
increase the individual liberty of others, an absolute loss of liberty occurs. This may be compen* 
sated for bv a gain in justice or in happiness or in peace, but the loss remains, and it -is nothing 
but a confusion of values to say that although my ‘liberal’, individual freedom may go by the 
boanl, some other kind of freedom — 'social' or ‘economic’ — is increased. But it remains true 
that the freedom of some must at times be curuiled to secure the freedom of others. Upon 
what principle should this be done.^’ If freedom is a sacred, untouchable value, there can be no 
such absolute principle. 
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argued that if men were to be prevented from destroying one another, and 
making social life a jungle or a wilderness, greater safeguards must be 
instituted to keep them in their places, and wished correspondingly to in- 
crease the area of centralized control, and decrease that of the individual. 
But both sides agreed that some portion of human existence must remain 
independent of the sphere of social control. To invade that preserve, however 
small, would be despotism. The most eloquent of all defenders of freedom 
and privacy, Benjamin Constant, who had not forgotten the Jacobin dic- 
tatorship, declared that at the very least the liberty of religion, opinion, 
expression, property, must be guaranteed against arbitrary invasion. Jeffer- 
son, Burke, Paine, Mill, compiled different catalogues of individual liberties, 
but the argument for keeping authority at bay is always substantially the 
same. We must preserve a minimum area of personal freedom if we are not 
to ‘degrade or deny our nature’. We cannot remain absolutely free, and 
must give up some of our liberty to preserve the rest. But total self-surrender 
is self-defeating. What then must the minimum be.? That which a man 
cannot give up without offending against the essence of his human nature. 
What is this essence.? What are the standards which it entails.? This has 
been, and perhaps always will be, a matter of infinite debate. But whatever 
the principle in terms of which the area of non-interference is to be drawn, 
whether it is that of natural law or natural rights, or of utility or the pro- 
nouncements of a categorical imperative, or the sanctity of the social con- 
tract, or any other concept with which men have sought to clarify and 
justify their convictions, liberty in this sense means liberty from; absence of 
interference beyond the shifting, but always recognizable, frontier. ‘The 
only freedom which deserves the name is that of pursuing our own good 
in our own way’, said the most celebrated of its champions. If this is so, is 
compulsion ever justified.? Mill had no doubt that it was. Since justice de- 
mands that all individuals be entitled to a minimum of freedom, all other 
individuals were of necessity to be restrained, if need be by force, from de- 
priving anyone of it. Indeed, the whole function of law was the prevention 
of just such collisions: the state was reduced to what Lassalle contemptuously 
described as the functions of a nightwatchman or traffic policeman. 

What made the protection of individual liberty so sacred to Mill.? In his 
famous essay he declares that unless men are left to live as they wish ‘in the 
path which merely concerns themselves’, civilization cannot advance; the 
truth will not, for lack of a free market in ideas, come to light; there will 
be no scope for spontaneity, originality, genius, for mental energy, for moral 
courage. Society will be crushed by the weight of ‘collective mediocrity’. 
Whatever is rich and diversified will be crushed by the weight of custom, 
by men’s constant tendency to conformity, which breeds only ‘withered 
capacities’, ‘pinched and hidebound’, ‘cramped and warped’ human beings. 
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‘Pagan self-assertion is as worthy as Christian self-denial. All the errors 
which a man is likely to commit against advice and warning arc far out- 
weighed by the evil of allowing others to constrain him to what they deem 
is good.’ The defence of liberty consists in the ‘negative’ goal of warding off 
interference. To threaten a man with persecution unless he submits to a 
life in which he exercises no choices of his goals; to block before him every 
door but one, no matter how noble the prospect upon which it opens, or how 
benevolent the motives of those who arrange this, is to sin against the truth 
that he is a man, a being with a life of his own to live. This is liberty as it 
has been conceived by liberals in the modern world from the days of 
Erasmus (some would say of Occam) to our own. Every plea for civil liber- 
ties and individual rights, every protest against exploitation and humiliation, 
against the encroachment of public authority, or the mass hypnosis of custom 
or organized propaganda, springs from this individualistic, and much dis- 
puted, conception of man. 

Three facts about this position may be noted. In the first place Mill con- 
fuses two distinct notions. One is that all coercion is, in so far as it frustrates 
human desires, bad as such, although it may have to be applied to prevent 
other, greater evils; while non-interference, which is the opposite of coercion, 
is good as such, although it is not the only good. This is the ‘negative’ con- 
ception of liberty in its classical form. The other is that men should seek 
to discover the truth, or to develop a certain type of character of which Mill 
approved— fearless, original, imaginative, independent, non-conforming to 
the point of eccentricity, and so on — and that truth can be found, and such 
character can be bred, only in conditions of freedom. Both these are liberal 
views, but they arc not identical, and the connexion between them is, at best, 
empirical. No one would argue that truth or freedom of self-expression could 
flourish where dogma crushes all thought. But the evidence of history tends 
to show (as, indeed, was argued by James Stephen in his formidable attack 
on Mill in his Liberty, Equality, Fraternity) that integrity, love of truth and 
fiery individualism grow at least as often in severely disciplined communities 
among, for example, the puritan Calvinists of Scotland or New England, or 
under military discipline, as in more tolerant or indifferent societies; and if 
this is so accepted. Mill’s argument for liberty as a necessary condition for 
the growth of human genius falls to the ground. If his two goals proved 
incompatible, Mill would be faced with a cruel dilemma, quite apart from 
the further difficulties created by the inconsistency of his doctrines with strict 
utilitarianism, even in his own humane version of it.® 

*This is but another illustration of the natural tendency of all but a very few thinkers to 
believe that all the things they hold good must be intimately connected, or at least compatible, 
with one another. The history of thought, like the history of nations, is strewn with examples 
of inconsistent, or at least disparate, elements artifictally yoked together in a despotic system. 
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In the second place, the doctrine is comparatively modern. There seems to 
be scarcely any consciousness of individual liberty as a political ideal in the 
ancient world. Condorcet has already remarked that the notion of individual 
rights is absent from the legal conceptions of the Romans and Greeks; this 
seems to hold equally of the Jewish, Chinese, and all other ancient civiliza- 
tions that have since come to light.^ The domination of this ideal has been 
the exception rather than the rule, even in the recent history of the West. 
Nor has liberty in this sense often formed a rallying cry for the great masses 
of mankind. The desire not to be impinged upon, to be left to oneself, has 
been a mark of high civilization both on the part of individuals and com- 
munities. The sense of privacy itself, of the area of personal relationships as 
something sacred in its own right, derives from a conception of freedom 
which, for all its religious roots, is scarcely older, in its developed state, than 
the Renaissance or the Reformation.^ Yet its decline would mark the death 
of a civilization, of an entire moral outlook. 

The third characteristic of this notion of liberty is of greater importance. 
It is that liberty in this sense is not incompatible with some kinds of autoc- 
racy, or at any rate with the absence of self-government. Liberty in this 
sense is principally concerned with the area of control, not with its source. 
Just as a democracy may, in fact, deprive the individual citizen of a great 
many liberties which he might have in some other form of society, so it is 
perfectly conceivable that a liberal-minded despot would allow his subjects 
a large measure of personal freedom. The despot who leaves his subjects a 
wide area of liberty may be unjust, or encourage the wildest inequalities, 
care little for order, or virtue, or knowledge; but provided he does not curb 
their liberty, or at least curbs it less than many other regimes, he meets with 
Mill’s specification.® Freedom in this sense is not, at any rate logically, con- 
nected with democracy or self-government. Self-government may, on the 
whole, provide a better guarantee of the preservation of civil liberties than 
other regimes, and has been defended as such by libertarians. But there is 
no necessary connexion between individual liberty and democratic rule. The 
answer to the question ‘Who governs me?’ is logically distinct from the 
question ‘How far docs government interfere with me.?’ It is in this differ- 
ence that the great contrast between the two concepts of negative and posi- 

or held together by the danger of some common enem>. In due course the danger passes, and 
conflicts between the allies arise, which often disrupt the system, sometimes to the great benefit 
of mankind. 

* See the valuable discussion of this in Michel Villey, Lecons d'Histoire de la Phihtophie du 
Droit, who traces the embryo of the notion of subjective righu to Occam. 

* Christian (and Jewish or Moslem) belief in the absolute authority of divine or natural laws, 
or in the equality of all men in the sight of God, is very different from belief in freedom to live 
as one prefers. 

* Indeed, it is arguable that in the Prussia of Fredeiick the Great or in the Austria of Josef II, 
men of imagination, originality, and creative genius, and, indeed, minorities of all kinds, were 
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tivc liberty, in the end, consists.^® For the ‘positive’ sense of liberty comes to 
light if we try to answer the question, not ‘What am I free to do or be?’, 
but ‘By whom am I ruled?’ or ‘Who is to say what I am, and what I am not, 
to be or do?’ The connexion between democracy and individual liberty is 
a good deal more tenuous than it seemed to many advocates of both. The 
desire to be governed by myself, or at any rate to participate in the process 
by which my life is to be controlled, may be as deep a wish as that of a free 
area for action, and perhaps historically older. But it is not a desire for the 
same thing. So different is it, indeed, as to have led in the end to the great 
clash of ideologies that dominates our world. For it is this — the ‘positive’ 
conception of liberty: not freedom from, but freedom to — which the ad- 
herents of the ‘negative’ notion represent as being, at times, no better than a 
specious disguise for brutal tyranny. 


II 


THE NOTION OF POSITIVE FREEDOM 

The ‘positive’ sense of the word ‘liberty’ derives from the wish on the part 
of the individual to be his own master. 1 wish my life and decisions to de- 
j^nd on myself, not on external forces of whatever kind. I wish to be the 

less (Persecuted and felt the pressure, both of institutions and custom, less heavy u()on them than 
in many an earlier or later denuKracy. 

'"•NcKative lilierty’ is something the extent of which, in a given case, it is difficult to esti- 
mate. It inight, pnrna faae. seem to depend simply on the power to choose between at any rate 
two alternatives. Nevertheless, not all choices arc equally free, or free at all. If in a totalitarian 
state I betray my friend under threat of torture, perhaps even if 1 act from fear of losing my 
lob, I can reasonably say that I did not act freely. Nevertheless, I did, of course, make a choice, 
and could, at any rate in theory, have chosen to be killed or tortured or imprisoned. The mere 
existence of alternanves is not, therefore, enough to make my action free (although it may be 
voluntary) in the normal sense of the word. The extent of my freedom seems to depend on 
(a) how many (xissibilities are ofien to me (although the method of counting these can never 
be more than impressionistic. Possibilities of action are not discrete entities like apples, which 
can be exhaustively enumerated;; (h) how easy or difficult each of these possibilities is to 
acluali7e; (c) how imporunt in my plan of life, given my character and circumstances, these 
(Possibilities are when compared with each other; (d) how far they arc closed and opened by 
tlclilperatc human acts; (e) what value not merely the agent, but Ac general sentiment of the 
stKiety in which he lives, puts on the various (xissibilities. All these magnitudes must be ‘inte- 
grated’, and a conclusion, necessarily never precise, or indisputable, drawn from this process. 
It may well be that there are many incommensurable degrees of freedom, and that they cannot 
be drawn up on a single scale of magnitude, however conceived. Moreover, in the case of 
siK'ieties, we are facer! by such (logically absurd) questions as ‘Would arrangement X increase 
the liberty of Mr. A more than it would that of Messrs. B,. C, and D between them, added to- 
gether.’’ The same difficulties arise in applying utiliurian criteria. Nevertheless, provided we do 
not demand precise measurement, we can give valid reasons for saying that the average subject 
of the King of Sweden is, on the whole, a good deal freer today*' than the average citizen of the 
Republic of Rumania. Total patterns of life must be compared directly as wholes, although the 
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instrument of my own, not of other men’s, acts of will. I wish to be a subject, 
not an object; to be moved by reasons, by conscious purposes which are my 
own, not by causes which affect me, as it were, from outside. I wish to be 
somebody, not nobody; a doer— deciding, not being decided for, self-directed 
and not acted upon by external nature or by other men as if I were a thing, 
or an animal, or a slave incapable of playing a human role, that is, of con- 
ceiving goals and policies of my own and realizing them. This is at least part 
of what I mean when I say that I am rational, and that it is my reason that 
distinguishes me as a human being from the rest of the world. I wish, above 
all, to be conscious of myself as a thinking, willing, active being, bearing 
responsibility for his choices and able to explain them by reference to his 
own ideas and purposes. I feel free to the degree that I believe this to be 
true, and enslaved to the degree that 1 am made to realize that it is not. 

The freedom which consists in being one’s own master, and the freedom 
which consists in not being prevented from choosing as I do by other men, 
may, on the face of it, seem concepts at no great logical distance from each 
other— no more than negative and positive ways of saying the same thing. 
Yet the ‘positive’ and ‘negative’ notions of freedom developed in divergent 
directions until, in the end, they came into direct conflict with each other. 

One way of making this clear is in terms of the independent momentum 
which the metaphor of self-mastery acquired. ‘I am my own master’; ‘I am 
slave to no man’; but may I not (as, for instance, T. H. Green is alw^iys 
saying) be a slave to nature? Or to my own ‘unbridled’ passions? Are these 
not so many species of the identical genus ‘slave’ — some political or legal, 
others moral or spiritual? Have not men had the experience of liberating 
themselves from spiritual slavery, or slavery to nature, and do they not in the 
course of it become aware, on the one hand, of a self which dominates, and, 
on the other, of something in them which is brought to heel? This dominant 
self is then variously identified with reason, with my ‘higher nature’, with 
the self which calculates and aims at what will satisfy it in the long run, 
with my ‘real’, or ‘ideal’, or ‘autonomous’ self, or with my self ‘at its best’; 
which is then contrasted with irrational impulse, uncontrolled desires, my 
‘lower’ nature, the pursuit of immediate pleasures, my ‘empirical’ or ‘heter- 
onomous’ self, swept by every gust of desire and passion, needing to be 
rigidly disciplined if it is ever to rise to the full height of its ‘real’ nature. 
Presently the two selves may be represented as divided by an even larger gap: 
the real self may be conceived as something wider than the individual (as 
the term is normally understood), as a social ‘whole’ of which the individual 


method by which we make the comparison, and the truth of the conclusions, arc difficult or 
impossible to demonstrate. But the vaguenes.<i of the concepts, and the multiplicity of the criteria 
involved, is an attribute of the subiect-ma.ier itself, not of our imperfect methods of measure- 
ment, or incapacity for precise thought. 
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is an element or aspect: a tribe, a race, a church, a state, the great society of 
the living and the dead and the yet unborn. This entity is then identified as 
being the ‘true’ self which, by imposing its collective, or ‘organic’, single 
will upon its recalcitrant ‘members’, achieves its own, and, therefore, their, 
‘higher’ freedom. The perils of using organic metaphors to justify the coer- 
cion of some men by others in order to raise them to a ‘higher’ level of 
freedom have often been pointed out. But what gives such plausibility as it 
has to this kind of language is that we recognize that it is possible, and at 
times justifiable, to coerce men in the name of some goal (let us say, justice 
or public health) which they would, if they were more enlightened, them- 
selves pursue, but do not, because they are blind or ignorant or corrupt. This 
renders it easy for me to conceive of myself as coercing others for their own 
sake, in their, not my, interest. I am then claiming that I know what they 
truly need better than they know it themselves. What, at most, this entails is 
that they would not resist me if they were rational, and as wise as I, and 
understood their interests as I do. But I may go on to claim a good deal 
more than this. I may declare that they are actually aiming at what in their 
benighted state they consciously resist, because there exists within them an 
cKcult entity— their latent rational will, or their ‘true’ purpose— and that this 
entity, although it is belied by all that they overtly feel and do and say, is 
their ‘real’ self, of which the poor empirical self in space and time may know 
nothing or little; and that this inner spirit is the only self that deserves to 
have its wishes taken into account. Once 1 take this view, I am in a position 
to ignore the actual wishes of men or societies, to bully, oppress, torture them 
in the name, and on behalf, of their ‘real’ selves, in the secure knowledge 
that whatever is the true goal of man (happiness, fulfilment of duty, wis- 
dom, a just society, self-fulfilment) must be identical with his freedom— the 
free choice of his ‘true’, albeit submerged and inarticulate, self. 

This paradox has been often exposed. It is one thing to say that I know 
what is good for X, while he himself does not; and even to ignore his wishes 
for its— and his— sake; and a very different one to say that he has eo ipso 
chosen it, not indeed consciously, not as he seems in everyday life, but in 
his role as a rational self which his empirical self may not know— the ‘real’ 
self which discerns the good, and cannot help choosing it once it is revealed. 
This monstrous impersonation, which consists in equating what X would 
choose if he were something he is not, or at least not yet, with what X 
actually seeks and chooses, is at the heart of all political theories of self- 
realization. It is one thing to say that I may be coerced for my own good 
which I am too blind to sec: and another that if it is my good, I am not l^ing 
coerced, for I have willed it, whether 1 know this or not, and am free even 
while my poor earthly body and foolish mind bitterly reject it, and struggle 
against those who seek to impose it, with the greatest desperation. 
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This magical transformation, or sleight of hand (for which William James 
so justly mocked the Hegelians), can no doubt be perpetrated just as easily 
with the ‘negative’ concept of freedom, where the self that should not be 
interfered with is no longer the individual with his actual wishes and needs 
as they arc normally conceived, but the ‘real’ man within, identified with the 
pursuit of some ideal purpose not dreamed of by his empirical self. And, 
as in the case of the ‘positively’ free self, this entity may be inflated into 
some super-personal entity— a state, a class, a nation, or the march of history 
itself, regarded as a more ‘real’ subject of attributes than the empirical self. 
But the ‘positive’ conception of freedom as self-mastery, with its suggestion 
of a man divided against himself, lends itself more easily to this splitting of 
personality into two: the transcendent, dominant controller, and the em- 
pirical bundle of desires and passions to be disciplined and brought to heel. 
This demonstrates (if demonstration of so obvious a truth is needed) that 
the conception of freedom directly derives from the view that is taken of 
what constitutes a self, a person, a man. Enough manipulation with the 
definitions of man, and freedom can be made to mean whatever the manipu- 
lator wishes. Recent history has made it only too clear that the issue is not 
merely academic. 

The consequences of distinguishing between two selves will become even 
clearer if one considers the two major forms which the desire to be self- 
directed— directed by one’s ‘true’ self— has historically taken; the first, that 
of self-abnegation in order to attain independence; the second, that of self- 
realization, or total self-identification with a specific principle or ideal in 
order to attain the selfsame end. 


Ill 

THE ONE AND THE MANY 

One belief, more than any other, is responsible for the slaughter of indi- 
viduals on the altars of the great historical ideals — justice or progress or the 
happiness of future generations, or the sacred mission or emancipation of 
a nation or race or class, or even liberty itself, which demands the sacrifice 
of individuals for the freedom of society. This is the belief that somewhere, 
in the past, or in the future, in divine revelation, or in the mind of an indi- 
vidual thinker, in the pronouncements of history or science, or in the simple 
heart of an uncorrupted good man, there is a final solution. This ancient 
faith rests on the conviction that all the positive values in which men have 
believed must, in the end, be ..ompatible, and perhaps even entail one an- 
other. ‘Nature binds truth, happiness and virtue together as by an indis- 
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soluble chain’, said one of the best men who ever lived, and spoke in similar 
terms of liberty, equality, and justice.^* But is this true? It is a common- 
place that neither political equality nor efficient organization is compatible 
with more than a modicum of individual liberty, and certainly not with 
unrestricted laisKcz-faire; that justice and generosity, public and private 
loyalties, the demands of genius and the claims of society can conflict vio- 
lently with each other. And it is no great way from that to the generalization 
that not all good things are compatible, still less all the ideals of mankind. 
But somewhere, we shall be told, and in some way, it must be possible for 
all these values to live together, for unless this is so, the universe is not a 
cosmos, not a harmony; unless this is so, conflicts of values may be an in- 
trinsic, irremovable element in human life. To admit that the fulfilment of 
some of our ideals may in principle make the fulfilment of others impos- 
sible is to say that the notion of total human fulfilment is a formal contra- 
diction, a metaphysical chimaera. For every rationalist metaphysician, from 
Plato to the last disciples of Hegel or Marx, this abandonment of the notion 
of a final harmony, in which all riddles are solved, all contradictions recon- 
ciled, is a piece of crude empiricism, an abdication before brute facts, an 
intolerable bankruptcy of reason before things as they are, a failure to ex- 
plain and to justify, to reduce everything to a system, which ‘reason’ indig- 
nantly rejects. But if we are not armed with an a priori guarantee of the 
proposition that a total harmony of true values is somewhere to be found— 
perhaps in some ideal realm the characteristics of which we can, in our finite 
Slate, not so much as conceive— wc must fall back on the ordinary resources 
of empirical observation and ordinary human knowledge. And these cer- 
tainly give us no warrant for supposing (or even understanding what would 
be meant by saying) that all good things, or all bad things for that matter, 
are reconcilable with each other. The world that we encounter in ordinary 
experience is one in which we arc faced with choices between ends equally 
ultimate, the realization of some of which must inevitably involve the sacri- 
licc of others. Indeed, it is because this is their situation that men place such 
immense value upon the freedom to choose; for if they had assurance that 
in some perfect state, realizable by men on earth, no ends pursued by them 
would ever be in conflict, the necessity and agony of choice would disappear, 

" C*)ntli)rcct, from whose Esqutsse these words arc quoted, declares that the task of social 
science is to show 'hv what bonds Nature has united the proRress of enlightenment with that 
of liberty, sirtue, and rcsjicct for the natural rights of man; how these ideals, which alone are 
truly good, \et so often separated from each other that they arc even believed to be incom- 
patible, shouUl, on the contrary, become inseparable, as soon as enlightenment has reached a 
certain IcicI simultaneously among a large number of nations'. He goes on to say that: ‘Men 
still preserve the errors of their childhood, of their country, and of their age long after having 
recognized all the truths needed for destroying them.’ Ironically enough, his belief in the need 
and possibilm of uniting all good things may well be precisely the kind of error he himself 
so well described. 
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and with it the central importance of the freedom to choose. Any method 
of bringing this final state nearer would then seem fully justified, no matter 
how much freedom were sacrificed to forward its advance. It is, I have no 
doubt, some such dogmatic and a priori certainty that has been responsible 
for the deep, serene, unshakcable conviction in the minds of some of the 
most merciless tyrants and persecutors in history that what they did was fully 
justified by its purpose. I do not say that the ideal of self-perfection— whether 
for individuals or nations or churches or classes — is to be condemned in 
itself, or that the language which was used in its defence was in all cases 
the result of a confused or fraudulent use of words, or of moral or intel- 
lectual perversity. Indeed, I have tried to show that it is the notion of freedom 
in its ‘positive’ sense that is at the heart of the demands for national or social 
.self -direction which animate the most powerful public movements of our 
time, and that not to recognize this is to misunderstand the most vital facts 
and ideas of our age. But equally it seems to me that the belief that some 
single formula can in principle be found whereby all the diverse ends-of 
men can be harmoniously realized is demonstrably false. If, as I believe, the 
ends of men arc many, and not all of them arc in principle compatible with 
each other, then the possibility of conflict— and of tragedy — can never wholly 
be eliminated from human life, either personal or social. The necessity of 
choosing between absolute claims is then an inescapable characteristic of 
the human condition. This gives its value to freedom as Acton had conceived 
of it— as an end in itself, and not as a temporary need, arising out of our 
confused notions and disordered lives, a predicament which a panacea could 
one day put right. 

I do not wish to say that individual freedom is, even in the most liberal 
societies, the sole, or even the dominant, criterion of social action. We com- 
pel children to be educated, and we forbid public executions. These are 
certainly curbs to freedom. We justify them on the ground that ignorance, 
or a barbarian upbringing, or cruel pleasures and excitements arc worse 
for us than the amount of restraint needed to repress them. This judgement 
in turn depends on how we determine good and evil, that is to say, on our 
moral, religious, intellectual, economic and aesthetic values; which are, in 
their turn, bound up with our conception of man, and of the basic demands 
of his nature. In other words, our solution of such problems is based on our 
vision, by which we are consciously or unconsciously guided, of what con- 
stitutes a fulfilled human life, as contrasted with Mill’s ‘cramped and 
warped’, ‘pinched and hidebound’ natures. To protest against the laws gov- 
erning censorship or personal morals as intolerable infringements of per- 
sonal liberty presupposes a belief that the activities which such laws forbid 
are fundamental needs of men as men, in a good (or, indeed, any) society. 
To defend such laws is to hold that these needs are not essential, or that they 
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cannot be satisfied without sacrificing other values which come higher— 
satisfy deeper needs— than individual freedom, determined by some standard 
that is not merely subjective, a standard for which some objective status — 
empirical or a priori — is claimed. 

The extent of a man’s or a people’s, liberty to choose to live as they desire 
must be weighed against the claims of many other values, of which equality, 
or justice, or happiness, or security, or public order are perhaps the most 
obvious examples. For this reason, it cannot be unlimited. We are rightly 
reminded by Mr. Tawney that the liberty of the strong, whether their 
strength is physical or economic, must be restrained. This maxim claims 
respect, not as a consequence of some a priori rule, whereby the respect for 
the liberty of one man logically entails respect for the liberty of others like 
him; but simply because respect for the principles of justice, or shame at 
gross inequality of treatment, is as basic in men as the desire for liberty. 
That we cannot have everything is a necessary, not a contingent, truth. 
Burke’s plea for the constant need to compensate, to reconcile, to balance; 
Mill’s plea for novel ‘experiments in living* with their permanent possibility 
of error, the knowledge that it is not merely in practice, but in principle, 
impossible to reach clear-cut and certain answers, even in an ideal world of 
wholly gcK)d men and wholly clear ideas, may madden those who seek for 
final solutions and single, all-embracing systems, guaranteed to be eternal. 
Nevertheless, it is a conclusion that cannot be escaped by those who, with 
Kant, have learnt the truth that out of the crooked timber of humanity no 
straight thing was ever made. 

There is little need to stress the fact that monism, and faith in a single 
criterion, has always proved a deep source of satisfaction both to the intellect 
and to the emotions. Whether the standard of judgement derives from some 
future perfection, as was done by the philosophes in the eighteenth century 
and their technocratic successors in our own day, or is rooted in the past— 
la terre et Ics morts — as was done by German historicists or French theocrats, 
or ncO'Conscrvaiives in English-speaking countries, it is bound, provided it 
is inflexible enough, to encounter some unforeseen and unforesc;eable human 
development, which it will not fit; and will then be used to justify the a priori 
barbarities of Procrustes — the vivisection of actual human societies into some 
fixed pattern dictated by our fallible understanding of a largely imaginary 
past or a wholly imaginary future. To preserve our absolute categories or 
ideals at the expense of human lives offends equally against the principles 
of science and of history; it is an attitude found in equal measure on the 
right and left wings in our days, and is not reconcilable with the principles 
accepted by those who respect the facts. 

'Fhc ‘negative’ liberty that they strive to realize seems to me a truer and 
more humane ideal than the goals of those who seek in the great, disciplined. 
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authoritarian structures the ideal of ‘positive’ self-mastrry by classes, or 
peoples, or the whole of mankind. It is truer, because it recognizes the fact 
that human goals arc many, not all of them commensurable, and in perpetual 
rivalry with one another. To assume that all values can be graded on one 
scale, so that it is a mere matter of inspection to determine the highest, is to 
falsify our knowledge of men as free agents, to represent moral decision as 
an operation which a slide-rule could, in principle, perform; to say that in 
some ultimate, all-reconciling, yet realizable synthesis, duty is interest, or in- 
dividual freedom is pure democracy, or an authoritarian state, is to throw a 
metaphysical blanket over cither self-deceit or deliberate hypocrisy. It is more 
humane because it does not (as the system builders do) deprive men, in the 
name of some remote, or incoherent, ideal, of much that they have found to 
be indispensable to their life as human bcings.^^ In the end, men choose be- 
tween ultimate values; they choose as they do, because their life and thought 
arc determined by fundamental moral categories and concepts that arc as 
much a part of their being and conscious thought and sense of their own 
identity, as their basic physical structure. 

It may be that the ideal of freedom to live as one wishes — and the plural- 
ism of values connected with it — is only the late fruit of our declining 
capitalist civilization; an ideal which remote ages and primitive societies 
have not known, and one which posterity will regard with curiosity, even 
sympathy, but little comprehension. This may be so; but no sceptical con- 
clusions seem to me to follow. Principles arc not less sacred because their 
duration cannot be guaranteed. Indeed, the very desire for guarantees that 
our values are eternal and secure in some objective heaven is perhaps only 
a craving for the certainties of childhood or the absolute values of our primi- 
tive past. ‘To realise the relative validity of one’s convictions’, said an ad- 
mirable writer of our time, ‘and yet stand for them unflinchingly, is what 
distinguishes a civilised man from a barbarian.’ To demand more than this 
is perhaps a deep and incurable metaphysical need; but to allow it to guide 
one’s practice is a symptom of an equally deep, and far more dangerous, 
moral and political immaturity. 

**To this also Bentham seems to me to have provided the answer: ‘Individual interests are 
the only real interests ... can it be conceived that there are men so absurd as to . . . prefer 
the man who is not to him who is; to torment the living, under pretence of promoting the 
happiness of them who are not born, and who ntay never be born?’ This is one of the infre- 
quent orryc ions when Burke agrees with Bentham; for this passage is at the heart of the 
empirical, as against the meuphysical, view of politics. 
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MR. JUSTICE HOLMES 


4. The Logic of Persecution* 


Persecution for the expression of opinions seems to me perfectly logical. If 
you have no doubt of your premises or your power and want a certain result 
with all your heart you naturally express your wishes in law and sweep 
away all opposition. To allow opposition by speech seems to indicate that 
you think speech impotent, as when a man says that he has squared the cir- 
cle, or that you do not care wholeheartedly for the result, or that you doubt 
either your power or your premises. 

Put when men have realized that time has upset many fighting faiths, they 
may come to believe even more than they believe the very foundations of their 
own conduct that the ultimate good desired is better reached by free trade in 
ideas — that the best test of truth is the power of the thought to get itself ac- 
cepted in the competition of the market, and that truth is the only ground 
upon which their wishes safely can be carried out. That, at any rate, is the 
theory of our Constitution. It is an experiment, as all life is an experiment. 
Every year if not every day we have to wager our salvation upon some proph- 
ecy based ujion imperfect knowledge. While that experiment is part of our 
system I think that wc should be eternally vigilant against attempts to check 
the expression of opinions that wc loathe and believe to be fraught with 
death, unless they so imminently threaten immediate interference with the 
lawful and pressing purposes of the law that an immediate check is re- 
quired to save the country. 


JULIAN P. BOYD 
5. Subversive of What? f 


In 1813 a native of France by the name of Regnault de Bccourt published a 
book entitled Sur la Creation du Monde, ou Systime d* Organisation Prim- 
itive. He and his book would have been forgotten long since if he had not 
written a letter to the one person in America who, more than any other, was 

• Abrams v. Untied States. 250 U,S. 616 (1919) (dissenting t^inion). 

\ The Atlantic Monthly. Vol. CLXXXII (August, 1948). By permission. 
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in the habit of buying, reading, and appraising the litcraiu/c of the past and 
present— Thomas Jefferson. The title of the forthcoming work intrigued Jef- 
ferson. A book on the creation of the world seemed to the great scholar- 
statesman at Monticello to give promise of being either a geological or 
an astronomical treatise. He thereupon subscribed for the work, received 
it in due course, and authorized payment of the two dollars that the book 
cost. 

Authorization of payment involved another Frenchman, a well-known 
bookseller of Philadelphia by the name of Nicholas Dufief, an ardent biblio- 
phile who had been selling books to Jefferson for more than a decade. Dufief 
promptly paid Becourt the two dollars. The transaction was apparently at an 
end, save only for the fact that Jefferson could not avf)id being disappointed 
in so trivial a work as that of Bccourt, which turned out to be neither a gcf)- 
logical nor an astronomical work, but merely an infantile attack on the sys- 
tem of philosophy of Sir Isaac Newton. 

But this simple book purchase was very far from being at an end. A few 
months after Dufief had paid Becourt the two dollars, the Philadelphia con- 
stabulary visited the bookshop and hailed him into court on the chaigc of 
vending subversive if not blasphemous literature. Whereupon Dufief in great 
anxiety and distress appealed to Jefferson, urging him to set the minions of 
the law right by informing them that he, Dufief, had not actually sold the 
book but had merely acted as Jefferson’s agent in a financial transaction. 

Jefferson of course immediately complied with the urgent request of the 
bookseller. He stated the facts succinctly and accurately, no doubt satisfying 
both Dufief and the Philadelphia magistrates. But while this may have been 
enough for Mr. Dufief, who was interested only in keeping out of the toils 
of the law, or for the Philadelphia magistrates, who were determined only to 
safeguard American institutions, it was very far from being enough to satisfy 
the author of the American philosophy of government. 

Jefferson thereupon stated in his own incomparable way the true nature 
of the issue involved. The issue, as he presented it, was one that made the 
fact of Dufief’s arrest a trivial and irrelevant circumstance. It was an issue as 
great as the cause of America itself, involving one of the fundamental pre- 
cepts upon which the philosophy of Jefferson and of his country rested. It was 
the same issue, indeed, that had earlier called forth the unforgettable declara- 
tion that now stands carved upon one. of the three great monuments of our 
national capital: “I have sworn upon the altar of God eternal hostility against 
every form of tyranny over the mind of man.” It was the issue to which Jeffer- 
son devoted his entire life, invariably upholding the oath he had taken in de- 
fense of free inquiry. 

“I really am mortified,” he declared in his letter to Dufief, to be told that, 
in the United States of America, ^ fact like this can become a subject of in- 
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quiry, and of criminal inquiry too, as an offense against religion: that a ques- 
tion about the sale of a book can be carried before the civil magistrate. Is this 
then our freedom of religion? And are we to have a censor whose imprima- 
tur shall say what books may be sold, and what we may buy? And who is 
thus to dogmatize religious opinions for our citizens? Whose foot is to be the 
measure to which ours arc all to be cut or stretched? Is a priest to be our in- 
quisitor? Or shall a layman, simple as ourselves, set up his reason as the rule 
for what we are tc) read, and what we must believe? 

“It is an insult to our citizens to question whether they are rational beings or 
not; and blasphemy against religion to suppose it cannot stand a test of truth 
and reason. If M. de Becourt’s book be false in its facts, disprove them; if 
false in its reasoning, refute it. But, for God’s sake, let us freely hear both sides, 
if wc choose. I know little of its contents, having barely glanced over here 
and there a passage and over the table of contents. From this the Newtonian 
philosophy seemed the chief object of attack, the issue of which might be 
trusted to the strength of the two combatants; Newton certainly not needing 
the auxiliary arm of the government, and still less the holy author of our reli- 
gion as to what in it concerns him. I thought the work would be very inno- 
cent and one which might be confided to the reason of any man; not likely to 
be much read, if let alone, but if persecuted it will be generally read. Every 
man in the United States will think it a duty to buy a copy, in vindication of 
his right to buy, and to read what he pleases. . . . 

“But,” Jefferson concluded, “it is impossible that the laws of Pennsylvania, 
which .set us the first example of the wholesome and happy effects of reli- 
gious freedom, can permit these inquisitorial functions to be proposed to 
their courts. Under them you are surely safe.” 

Impossible ?Duficf was safe, for he had a stalwart champion and the gen- 
eration that had fought for the great cause of American liberties in the Revo- 
lution was still on the scene, still determined to admit no failure of the prop- 
osition to which they had dedicated their lives and sacred honor. That 
proposition was grounded upon the belief that man was innately good rather 
than evil; that he was endowed by nature with certain indefeasible rights; 
that, if the yoke of tyranny in every form were removed, man’s natural reason 
and humane instincts would lead him to prefer justice to injustice, equality 
to privilege, independence of mind to servile obedience to authority, rational 
judgments to superstitution, ignorance, and bigotry; and that, finally, in or- 
der to achieve this end and to give mankind full freedom to pursue this 
course and to govern himself in accordance with its high ideals, it was abso- 
lutely essential that every man should have free access to knowledge, unop- 
posed by any barriers that might be erected by any authority. 

This was not a new ideal or a new faith. It was what Milton called “the 
good old cause” and its lineage could be traced through manv countries and 
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many ages. But old as it was as an ideal, no government in history had 
adopted it as a philosophy until Jefferson and his compatriots brought forth 
a union indissolubly linked with the cause of liberty. 

This philosophy sustained and informed all of Jefferson’s private thinking 
and public acts. But he was too much a realist not to know that mankind had 
a peculiar susceptibility to folly, superstition, and the easy and comfortable 
inclination of yielding obedience to authority. He believed mankind capable 
of progress, but only if men were free to know their rights and privileges. 
The people must be free to form their own opinions and to exercise their na- 
tive reason untrammeled by authority. 

Jefferson’s devotion to the Union and his belief in the people required cour- 
age as well as faith. For the issue of liberty versus authority arbitrarily exer- 
cised was one that he was obliged to face in the arena of practical politics. In 
1798 the party in power, fearful of the threat of foreign ideas and their sub- 
versive tendencies, enacted the Alien and Sedition Acts which made it a crim- 
inal offense for “brawlers against government” to voice opinions considered 
dangerous or revolutionary, 

Jefferson declared these acts to be as palpably unconstitutional in their in- 
fringement of the right of free speech as if Congress had ordered the citi- 
zens of the United States to bow down and worship a golden calf. More, he 
brought forth the Virginia-Kentucky Resolutions, a weapon that he used 
reluctantly and with caution, for the doctrine of nullification on which these 
resolutions rested pointed straight toward disunion. But, he must have rea- 
soned, since liberty and the Union were one cause, of what value was the 
Union if its powers were used to destroy those liberties guaranteed by the 
Declaration of Independence and the Bill of Rights? 

Fortunately, the ultimate recourse to disunion was not necessary. The ver- 
dict of the people whose rights Jefferson was defending was an overwhelm- 
ing verdict. In 1800 those who had attempted to suppress dissent were dis- 
possessed of their offices and their legislative authority. Aiming their blows 
directly at Jefferson and his supposedly dangerous following, the Federalists 
succeeded only in committing political suicide and in elevating their most 
conspicuous enemy to the chief magistracy. A self-confident nation, inspired 
by the steadfast faith of one who had not separated himself by fear or distrust 
from the bulk of his countrymen, had taken heart from his example. 

Jefferson recognized the implications of this verdict in his First Inaugural. 
Many, he knew, had doubted the permanence of the Union and had ques- 
tioned the ability of the nation to survive such a political revolution as it had 
just experienced. “I know indeed,” he declared, “that some honest men have 
feared that a republican government cannot be strong; that this government 
is not strong enough. ... I believe this, on the contrary, the strongest gov- 
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crnmcnt on earth.” It was strongest, Jefferson meant, in its reliance upon a 
great ideal lying in the hearts and minds of its people, without which armies 
and cc(momic power and even constitutions would be valueless. 

Nowhere in American annals has this spirit of tolerance of dissent received 
a more transcendent expression than in these words from Jefferson’s great 
First Inaugural: '7/ there he any among us who wish to dissolve this union or 
to change its republican form, let them stand undisturbed as monuments of 
the safety with which error of opinion may be tolerated where reason is left 
free to combat it.” 


II 

'I hc discoveries of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries have made it 
philosophically and historically impossible for us to cling to the absolutes 
that Jefferson accepted as self-evident. There are no absolutes in the twen- 
tieth century — at least we think there are none — and the concept of natural 
law IS no longer accepted as fixed and unchallengeable. Yet, even though wc 
think ourselves justified in discarding as untenable the basic assumption 
upon which the Jeffersonian [ihilosophy rested, the gravest question that we 
can .isk ourselves is whether wc arc justified in discarding the system along 
with its premises. Do wc dare discard the rights of man along with the con- 
cept of natural law? 

'rhe least we can do in attempting to answer this grave question, reaching 
to the roots of all organized society and its institutions, is to know what it is 
that we pro[)ose to do if we discard both the premise and the conclusion, 
'rhe least we can do if we engage now in what Jefferson would have re- 
garded as a palpable violation of individual rights of opinion and conscience 
is to be conscious of what we are doing and to do it with a full realization of 
the consequences that may How from our actions. Have we done this much? 

Have we consciously and deliberately come to the conclusion that Jeffer- 
son’s tolerance of subversive ideas and of disloyal dissent can no longer be jus- 
tified? If so, on what grounds have we reached that conclusion? Are we do- 
ing it in the name of liberty if not of natural law? If so, what kind of liberty? 
Jefferson would scarcely have understood our use of the term liberty if in its 
name we attempt to control the way in which men speak or the thoughts 
which they express or the intellectual investigations which they undertake. 
He would have called it tyranny and he would have fought it with every re- 
source at his command. 

Let u^ return to Dufief, the bookseller who was anxious to keep out of jail. 
Jefferson, you will recall, felt that Dufief had nothing to fear under the liberal 
laws of Pennsylvania. He felt that it was impossible that in the United States 
of America, founded upon confidence in man’s reason and ability to 
choose the truth, a citizen could be denied the right to purchase a book be- 
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cause of its ideas or arguments, however erroneous, or that a bookseller could 
be hailed before the magistrates because he had sold such a book. But is it 
impossible for us? 

It is not only not impossible or improbable but is indeed an actual and sick- 
ening fact. Today, at this moment, both civil and criminal causes are being 
tried in the city in which Dufief lived. These causes arise largely because of 
the instigation of an ecclesiastical hierarchy and also ot some of those who 
are supposed to be the direct heirs of that Reformation which established the 
right of men to judge for themselves in matters of conscience. At this instiga- 
tion police officers arrested booksellers and seized not one book but two thou- 
sand, without compensation, because in the opinion of these self-appointed 
censors some books were subversive of morals or institutions or were danger- 
ous for other men to read. 

The seizure of books, some of them used in college instruction, is only one 
incident in a mounting demand for conformity. The House of Representa- 
tives passed by an overwhelming majority a bill which would have made 
Thomas Jefferson liable to imprisonment and fine if he had voiced the opin- 
ion in the First Inaugural that I have just quoted— a bill establishing so 
firmly the dangerous principle of “guilt by association” that it may limit the 
right to publish books because of the author’s politics or because of the po- 
litical views expressed. 

The preamble of this so-called Subversiye Activities Control Act declares 
its justification to be that of protecting American institutions and the nation 
itself from infiltration by those who would establish a totalitarian dictator- 
ship. How can we justify so far-reaching a piece of legislation except on the 
fundamental assumption that the people cannot be trusted to distinguish 
truth and error? 

This bill was sponsored by the House Committee on Un-American Activi- 
ties. Though it pays lip service to the First Amendment, it is comparable only 
to the Alien and Sedition Acts of 1798, acts which Thomas JelTerson regarded 
as so subversive, so destructive of everything that the American Union stood 
for, that he was driven along the pathway toward disunion in his attempt to 
defeat so gross a violation of individual right. 

But this bill and its sponsoring committee are only the larger symptoms of 
a disease that is epidemic throughout the country. The public press, the great 
instrument for the protection of our liberties which Jefferson preferred to 
government itself, has shamefully acquiesced. Not only acquiesced; but, 
shaken by the fear of a common foe, distrustful of the ability of the people to 
distinguish between right and wrong, has actually helped to produce the hys- 
teria that would compel uniformity. 

Editors have approved tacitly or explicitly the withdrawal of textbooks and 
the expulsion of teachers whose ideas do not conform to the established eco- 
nomic or political views; they have aided in compelling educators, school 
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boards, trustees, and others to yield to the pressures of unofficial groups that 
object to dissenting opinion in the realm of economics, politics, or religion. 
They have committed the ultimate disloyalty to their trust by attempting to 
command loyalty, overlooking the simple fact that loyalty cannot be com- 
manded but can only be deserved. Educators, editors, librarians, even those 
scholars who hold, or at least have the responsibility of defending, the last 
citadel of civil rights, have all but capitulated to the wave of fear and distrust 
that is now sweeping over us. Too many have acted the part of Dufief, put- 
ting themselves first; too few the part of Jefferson, defending his country’s 
principles at all costs. 


Ill 

Just where will this demand for conformity, for unquestioning loyalty, 
lead? Thomas Jefferson, for one, was certain that it would not lead to hu- 
man enlightenment, to progress, or to the fullest expressions of reason, jus- 
tice, and equity toward which our nation directed its early course. 

“I join you therefore,” he wrote to one of his young proteges after the pas- 
sage of the Alien and Sedition Acts, ‘‘in branding as cowardly the idea that 
the human mind is incapable of further advances. This is precisely the doc- 
trine that the present despots of the earth are inculcating, and their friends 
are re-echoing: and applying especially to religion and politics; that it is not 
prohahle anything better will be discovered than what was known to our fa- 
thers. We are to look backward then and not forward for the improvement 
of science, and to find it amidst feudal barbarisms and the fires of Spital- 
fields. Kut thank heaven the American mind is already too much opened, to 
listen to these impostures; and while the art of printing is left to us, science 
can never be retrograde; what is once acquired of real knowledge can never 
be lost.” 

But to what advantage, we may ask Jefferson, is the art of printing if what 
is printed must conform to the established pattern? Of what value is the 
vaunted public press or our institutions of higher learning, dedicated to the 
pn)gress of the mind in all fields, when the trustees of the University of Wyo- 
ming appoint a committee to examine textbooks for “subversive” material? 
Of what value is our professed ideal of free education, of the untrammcled 
pursuit of knowledge, when we acquiesce in the action of the Newark Board 
of Education which removed certain periodicals from school libraries? What 
precisely do we mean by liberty as we contemplate the magnates of Holly- 
wood who, in trembling haste, toss sacrifices to a clamoring committee of 
(x)ngress and beat their breasts in loud protestation of their innocence of a 
charge that none but the Un-American Activities Committee could bring 
against them with a straight face — ^the charge that they employ revolution- 
ists to prepare their mediocre art? 

These arc only a few specific incidents and they are taken at random. Ev- 
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cry day s news adds to the list and the most thoughtful educators arc be- 
coming increasingly concerned with this growing threat to a basic concept 
of American institutions. It is not without significance that large numbers of 
professors in our institutions of higher learning have signed petition after 
petition throughout the country, protesting against the proposed Act of Con- 
gress sponsored by the Committee on Un-American Activities. Their peti- 
tions have uniformly condemned both the bill and the activities of the com- 
mittee itself as being subversive of the ideals for which this country has 
traditionally stood. I think such testimonials cannot be dismissed as the state- 
ments of paid hirelings of a foreign totalitarianism. These men have fought 
Milton’s “good old cause” on too many fronts and they have sacrificed too 
much in the cause of education to be charged with such a calumny. Nor can 
they be dismissed as theorists, visionaries, and crackpots, unrealistic in their 
views and out of touch with the world of affairs: for these are the men — 
some of them at least — who formed the chief reliance of this nation in the 
scientific knowledge which shortened World War II and brought success to 
American arms. 

Responsible heads of the public press who point in commendation to the 
Committee on Un-American Activities in its shameless pillorying of Ameri- 
can citizens and in its flagrant disregard of rights and liberties are either ig- 
norant of the nature and the extent of the protest that is beginning to swell or 
they value suppression more than they value our freedom or they are delib- 
erately misleading their public. In any event, history has proved time and 
again that the cause they espouse is a shameful and a futile cause. They lack 
the vision and the courage that led Jefferson in the infancy of our nation to 
defy any threat in the realm of ideas, not by suppression but by tolerance. 
They have little faith and in its place they offer what Jefferson declared to 
be an insult to the American citizenry — the insult of saying in effect that 
Americans cannot be trusted to read or to understand or to discriminate. 
They fear a foreign ideology, unaware of the fact that here at home the lib- 
erty that they profess to cherish is in danger of being done to death in the 
house of friends and with their aid. 

I do not impugn the motives of those legislators, editors, educators, and 
others who have adopted this mistaken course. I do not doubt their devotion 
to this nation. I do not question their loyalty to the high ideals of a free press. 
But I do affirm that the methods they have supported in this present issue 
put them on the side of the enemies of the “good old cause” of Milton and of 
Jefferson. Those who have adopted this course of compulsory loyalty, 
though they might disagree with me on everything else, would I think 
join me in saying that Thomas Jefferson, more than any other single Ameri- 
can, can rightfully be regarded as the great spokesman for our ideals and our 
liberties. 
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IV 

All this, it may very properly be said, is beside the point. Jeflfcrson s agri- 
cultural economy, for this nation at least, is a thing of the past, however 
realistic his philosophy may have been for such an economy at the time he 
lived. The twentieth century is a century of science and industry and tech- 
nological power. Under such circumstances, is it not likely that Jefferson 
would have changed his views, would have given up his eternal values and 
absolutes as we have given them up, would have recognized the necessity 
of opposing evil to the utmost limits, however much an individual here and 
there might suffer.? 

I think it is undoubtedly true that Jefferson, always a realist and a man of 
practical statesmanship, would have viewed our problems in the light of 
our knowledge. Since he was a relativist in a world of absolutes, he would 
probably be more so in a relativistic world. Though he knew history as few 
in his generation did, he looked to it for perspective, not for dogmatic au- 
thority. He would very likely have regarded it as cowardly of us to look to 
him as our sole guidance. The earth, he declared, belongs to the living. “Can 
one generation bind another and all others in succession forever.?” he asked. 
“I think not. The Creator has made the earth for the living not the dead. 
... A generation may bind itself as long as its majority continues in life; 
when that has disappeared, another majority is in place, holds all the rights 
and powers their predecessors once held and may change their laws and in- 
stitutions to suit themselves. Nothing then is unchangeable but the inherent 
and inalienable rights of man.” But he also declared that justice is the funda- 
mental law of society and that “the majority, oppressing an individual, is 
guilty of a crime, abuses its strength, and by acting on the law of the strongest 
breaks up the foundations of society.” 

It may be that today, because we have achieved such an excess of power 
and knowledge beyond our ability to manage, we cannot afford the tolerance 
and the free flow and interchange and clash of ideas that he advocated. I do 
not think so. At least, if this is so, the alternative evil to which we must turn 
in our dilemma is worse than the evil from which we fly, simply because of 
the vast power now in our hands. But even if this were true, let us be honest. 
Let us not exercise this power of the majority to suppress the rights of indi- 
viduals and call it the honored name by which our liberties have come down 
to us. Let us not call it a free republic whose principles we deny while we 
commit acts that desecrate its name. Let us frankly, solemnly, and with a full 
realization of what we are doing and what consequences we may draw from 
our actions, admit that we no longer believe in the ideals that made us great. 

I for one do not fear the outcome. The verdict in the twentieth century 
will, I believe, be what it was in 1800 and what it was in the Age of the Ref- 
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ormation. I believe with Jefferson that “in every country where man is free 
to think and speak, differences of opinion will arise from differences of per- 
ception, and the imperfection of reason; that these differences when permit- 
ted, as in this happy country, to purify themselves by free discussion, are but 
as passing clouds overspreading our land transiently and leaving our horizon 
more bright and serene.” 

But I believe also that we cannot wait complacently on the calm assump- 
tion that this will come about through acquiescence or through temporary 
yielding to pressures of authority or through letting the storm spend itself. 
It will come about only when, as Jefferson said, “to preserve the freedom of 
the human mind and freedom of the press every spirit should be ready to 
devote itself to martyrdom; for as long as we may think as we will and speak 
as we think, the condition of man will proceed in improvement.” 

The alternative that he implied was obvious: deny this freedom, acqui- 
esce in this abridgment of our liberties — and the promise of improvement of 
the human race would diminish or cease. If, then, the power that we have 
achieved in the twentieth century, which is nothing less than the power 
of planetary destruction, is so great as to deny us the rights that have been 
achieved over the centuries, let us frankly acknowledge that the price of this 
denial is the loss of our promise of moral and intellectual improvement. It 
is a price so fearfully exacting as to make man's future one of mere existence 
and not of destiny. It is a price that mankind has steadfastly refused to pay. 


MORRIS L. ERNST 


6. An Affirmative Lityalty Program* 


We have had an ample amount of hysteria in regard to the Loyalty Pro- 
gram. Much of it has been caused by a lack of concern about facts; hysteria 
usually develops from ignorance. The statistical facts are simple. Congress 
decided to remove from Civil Service at “the exit end” the Department of 
Defense, the State Department and the Atomic Energy Commission. In other 
words, in these areas a person may now lawfully be fired under mandate of 
Congress withqut any accusation and without any hearing. It is interesting 
to note that many who were top officials in the Roosevelt administration 
have indicated that they are in favor of abolishing Civil Service at the exit 
end in all departments, for all employees in sensitive areas, or in fact, all em- 

*The Amencan Siholar, Vol. XIX (Autumn. 1950). By permission. 
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ployccs in important positions. This has long been urged regardless of the 
factor of security or loyalty, and has been supported by worthy citizens as a 
measure to improve the service in various large government departments. 
True enough, it has the capacity of resulting in a spoils system. 

Congress voted money so that the FBI could make reports on the two and 
one-half million government employees operating in other agencies in the 
government. Under the Atomic Energy Act, the FBI also reports on em- 
ployees. The latest figures indicate that there was no evidence of hysteria on 
the part of the FBI. It did its job as ordered, and, interestingly enough, de- 
cided up to May 5, 1950, that only about 11,813 employees of the two and one- 
half million merited full investigation. The balance of about 2,490,000 were 
found to have a record that raised no question of division of loyalty. Of the 
I [,8 1 3 the public is apparently ignorant of the fact that the Civil Service Com- 
mission as of March 31, 1950, reports that only 202 were severed from serv- 
ice as a result of the President’s Loyalty Order. As a footnote to show the 
extent of the protections provided, we should remember that the Civil Serv- 
ice Loyalty Review Boards reversed findings of potential disloyalty in 143 
cases. As another footnote, it might be stated that 1,406 left the service during 
investigations and 1,028 left prior to adjudications by the Loyalty Hearing 
Boards. Such severances may have resulted from a consciousness of guilt or 
have occurred for reasons entirely irrelevant to any question of loyalty. 

In brief, numerically the proceedings were carried on in such an orderly 
fashion that some day, if some Communists are found in sensitive spots, 
there may develop an hysterical movement to fire Hoover and the Review 
Boards because they allowed a few to seep through. 

1 have not much sympathy for the worthy liberals who merely shout down 
the Loyalty Program and who fail to offer a constructive suggestion about 
its operation or about a machinery to replace it. There were at the start, ac- 
cording to the not too reliable press, quite a few cases outrageously tried— 
where the rights of individuals, it seemed to me, were not properly protected. 
Students of the situation have recently come to the conclusion that the im- 
perfections in the hearings in some of the early cases were cured, or at least 
substantially improved, in later cases. 

Let’s wake up. We are facing an utterly new problem in American life. For 
a century and a half this nation has had to cope with individual behavior pat- 
terns involving government employees who had a division of loyalty involv- 
ing another sovereignty. If today we had only to face the fact that there are 
more such individuals behaving in disloyal fashion, we would not need any 
new or additional loyalty protective programs. The old-fashioned spy, who 
used to bribe the stenographer or fall in love with the boss, is easy to cope 
with. But we are at war. It is a good war. Unfortunately, it is called a cold 
war. In my opinion it is a hot war, a non-shooting war. It is a war for the 
minds of men, and we can lose it without losing a life. Communist dictator- 
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ship has never been attained through a vote of a majority of the people ulti' 
mately to be squeezed into intellectual starvation. What we are facing arc the 
new dangers derived from secret organized efforts of dictatorships. We must 
cope with a new kind of organized stealth and anonymity. It is not easy to de- 
vise machinery to handle organized sneaks. The avowed Communist is no 
problem compared to the thousands who arc crypto-C'ommunists — who deny 
that they arc Communists. Hey wood Broun used to say : “People call me a 
Communist. I say I am not a Communist. They don’t believe me. They 
arc right not to believe me, because they know if I were a Communist I 
would swear I am not a Communist.” 

In brief, no one would believe the head of the Communist party under 
oath. And so we are faced with a difficulty of proof, since in the final analysis 
the normal way to prove that a person is or is not a Communist is to subpoena 
the head of the movement and the membership records — ^both of which no 
one would trust. It is this secret movement which no doubt impelled the 
President’s executive order. The Attorney General prepared a list of or- 
ganizations which in his opinion contained the roots of “subversive” ele- 
ments. The simplest approach to this phase of the problem is to remember 
that “to subvert” means “to turn under” and that the organizations on the 
Attorney General’s list had “turned themselves under.” For my part, I was 
shocked that the list was published without hearings. However, after the 
publication, the Attorney General announced that any organization could 
come into his office for a hearing. So far as I know, such proffer of conference 
was not fully accepted by any single organization on the list. My examination 
of the list indicates that not a single one of the organizations has ever made 
full disclosure to the American people. This is the root of the problem and 
the root of the evil. 

Through such secret organizations, decent Americans have been placed in 
an area of doubt from which it was difficult to remove themselves, since the 
Communist party obviously thrives on tainting democracy and is uncon- 
cerned with injury done to non-Communists. The more the wild and stupid 
press and some members of Congress improperly label people as subversive 
or Communist, the happier the Communist party is. If I had my way, I 
would provide a list of politically active organizations to be compiled after 
hearings, and would only put on the list organizations which have failed 
to make full disclosure of finances, membership, officers and activities. The 
United States Supreme Court has upheld as constitutional the drawing of a 
line between secret benevolent societies or college fraternities, on the one 
hand, and the Klan, on the other. This in relation to the New York statute 
calling for Klan disclosure. The answer to our basic dilemma is disclosure 
rather than suppression, and I am in full accord with the position taken by 
J. Edgar Hoover, who has repeatedly indicated his opposition to the outlawry 
of the Communist party. We must all know that we cannot outlaw any- 
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thing more than a name, and that if the Communist party is outlawed, it may 
well bob up under a new name such as the “American Peglerites” or some 
other respectable title. I would go further; I would provide that an organiza- 
tion on the list should have a right to purge itself on making disclosure. 

I would then limit the impact of a loyalty or security program to those who 
have relationships to secret groups, and I would have individual behavior 
patterns handled as we have done over the past century and a half, without 
relationship to the new loyalty or security program. 

As to the trials of individuals where the proof would rest primarily on re- 
lationships to secret underground organizations, I would allow the fullest 
latitude to the review boards, since we have to pinprick our way into the 
degree of intimacy of relationship 'which would raise a question of division 
of loyalty. It might be money contributions; it might be official activity; on 
the other hand, it might be the most innocent kind of a well-motivated desire 
to join in what was deemed to be non-subversive activities. Most of the peo- 
ple who joined the organizations on the Attorney General’s list were no 
doubt mere suckers, and above all, careless with their names and reputa- 
tions. Many of them, if asked to endorse a toothpaste, would have applied 
greater scrutiny than when they were asked to endorse the most precious 
commodity known to man — ideas. I would go further and provide that an 
individual could purge himself. There is no such thing in life as sinning 
without repentance and possible salvation. Stupidly enough, wc prevent peo- 
ple from getting out of the Communist party. It is my best judgment that a 
third of the members of the Communist party under thirty years of 
age would get out if it were not for the social and economic ostracism pres- 
ently existing in our culture. To be sure, the Communist party keeps many 
of thetn pri.soners through blackmail by notifying employers as to ex-Com- 
munists, provided the cx-Communist has publicly announced his divorce 
from that evil movement. But under a decent loyalty program, an individual 
should always be free to step up to the counter and say: I joined that move- 
ment and now, since I have thought it over and since I know that it is a band 
of uncourageous sneaks, I am withdrawing. Whether the Board believes 
the particular employee or not would be a question for proof in each case. 

I would go further, and provide that the hearings should be either public 
or private, according to the request of the employee. I would add that, if an 
employee has been absolved, an announcement should be issued — if he so 
request. 

But above all, it is important that the loyalty program be limited to sensi- 
tive jobs. I should imagine that 90 per cent of all the jobs in the United States 
raise no security or loyalty questions. I would not have a Communist in my 
law office, since the practice of the law involves trust of other people’s secrets. 
No sane person would have a Communist work in sensitive areas of the 
Atomic Energy Commission. Hence, a fundamental improvement in the sit- 
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uation could be accomplished by a clearer definition within each department, 
bureau or agency of the areas which are sensitive. This may require consid- 
erable reshuffling. The definition of “sensitivity” will mean the development 
of standards and definitions. I understand that, in one bureau, over a hundred 
spots were originally declared to be sensitive. On re-examination, plus re- 
shuffling of scrub women, changing of locks on doors and the like, the’ 
number was reduced to about twenty. The definition of sensitive areas in it- 
self would greatly simplify the problem, and certainly reduce the work in- 
volved. Many a person unemployable in a sensitive job might well be shifted, 
as is done in Engand, to non-sensitive areas. I would not want a person of 
even a potential division of loyalty to be employed cleaning out the trash 
baskets at the White House, but I should imagine no one would object i^ 
such a person were given a job picking up leaves in a public park in Washing- 
ton. With the limitation of the entire program to sensitive jobs in sensitive 
agencies, a further improvement might be made — the advent of a realization 
that no one has a right to a government job, and that, in this great war with 
dictatorships, the first duty of a government employee is to protect the sov- 
ereignty of the state. 

Many of my liberal friends have opposed the creation and activities of the 
review boards. I am violently in favor of them, and I think they have done 
an efficient and selfless job. It will be interesting to see if the conclusions 
reached by the group studying this matter for one of the big foundations 
will not soon come out with a finding to the same effect. The reason that I 
favor outside review boards — that is, boards composed of persons not in 
the professional employ of the government — is that such persons are further 
removed from contact with Congress, and hence may produce an additional 
bit of courage. With Congress what it is, the head of an agency might lean 
backward to protect himself, whereas the outside review board, not having 
to go to Congress for appropriations and the like, would be more inclined to 
look with greater objectivity on the evidence. 

I cannot in this brief article outline every detail of what I conceive to be 
necessary for an ideal loyalty program, but there is one further aspect of any 
such program which must be mentioned. 

I have followed the FBI with great care for many years. I started with a 
basic human suspicion of all constabularies. In my judgment, the FBI is the 
single greatest police force in the world, and I am happy to say that Roger 
Baldwin, the great driving force of the American Civil Liberties Union 
for many years, has said, with respect to its over-all activities: “It seems to me 
that your Bureau has accomplished an exceedingly difficult task with rare 
judicial sense.” Any loyalty program must depend on reports. The FBI is a 
reporting jigency. It has no power to hire or fire anyone, except its own em- 
ployees. It is the duty of the FBI to turn over all facts to the employing 
agencies. Some worthy liberals at one time urged that the FBI files should 
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be screened. It is no doubt true that there is much in the files of the FBI that 
is either anonymous or is a pick-up of alleged facts uttered by all kinds of per- 
sons, reliable or unreliable. Some people urge that the FBI files should be 
deleted of all such so-called gossip material. This, in my opinion, would 
be a greater danger than any conceivable loyalty program. If the reporting 
agency is ever in a position to take a single document out of this file, it 
will have the power to make anyone either an angel or a devil. The FBI 
should continue, as in the past, to turn over all the information it gets. The 
employer (that is, the government agency) should take the information and 
review it— and the heads of government departments are paid to be tough 
enough to disregard evidence that they think is immaterial, or irrelevant, or 
unworthy of credence. I also want the FBI to continue to receive anony- 
mous communications or information from sources which have made ano- 
nymity a condition of the transmission. The files of the FBI would be greatly 
weakened if anonymous telephone calls or confidential communications were 
rejected. Many of the most important jobs done by the FBI were no doubt 
brought into being by an original tip from a person who did not care to be 
involved at a hearing or a court trial. The FBI should, if a reporting agency 
desires it, evaluate the source when the informant wants his identity with- 
held. It could indicate, for example, that such information came from a sick 
old woman or from a lawyer of repute of, say, twenty years’ standing. As I 
understand it, the FBI offered, in the loyally field, either to remove all com- 
munications from confidential sources or to evaluate them where possible. 
The C'ivil Service Loyalty Board naturally chose the latter course. 

In the last analysis the single greatest difficulty comes from the fact that 
in many situations the reporting agency is in no position to divulge the source 
of its information: this, because either the informant has not given his name, 
because he has only given the information on condition that he remain anony- 
mous, or because the divulging of the source would destroy this source as 
a means of getting other and even more valuable information. 

1 am not sure that \ know exactly how to handle this phase of the dilemma. 
It may be that the Appeal Board should, in each such instance, declare that 
it has examined the situation, and that in its opinion the undivulged source 
has been weighted in the light of the evaluation of the material supplied by 
the reporting agency. It is this final dilemma that has driven many people 
to urge the right of free discharge of all employees in sensitive jobs— free in 
the sense that there be no need for any hearing. 

My own feeling, however, is that the entire Loyalty Program arises from 
the inability of our society to come to grips with anonymous secret groups. 
The President’s Committee on Civil Rights came out unanimously in favor 
of disclosure by organized groups in our society. I have long been in favor of 
such a measure. We are operating under a Bill of Rights, which guarantees 
freedom to speak or not to sf>eak. In my opinion, to the extent that we say 
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to our people: you can either be sneaks or you can stand up publicly, say 
what you think and be defended — we do encourage the development of fur- 
ther stealth. We now have legislation for disclosure as to magazines and 
newspapers, disclosure under SEC regulations, the Pure Food and Drug Act, 
and disclosure as to lobbying. I am not concerned with disclosure of the 
speaker or writer, because he is always disclosed, hut I want to know for- 
whom he is speaking, or for whom he is writing. The great Negro organiza- 
tions and the spokesmen for the two great labor organizations have come 
out in favor of disclosure. 

It cost $50,000 to run the picket line at the White House up to the time that 
Hitler attacked Stalin. I would defend the right of the pickets, but I think the 
public has a right to know for whom they were picketing — who put up the 
money.? I was told that a million dollars was collected by the Communists 
in the Scottsboro case. 1 have looked into the matter, and I am convinced 
that not over $60,000 was spent directly in the defense of the case, which 
Judge Leibowitz carried on without compensation or reimbursements. What 
happened to the other $940,000.? 

The lowest estimate 1 have received as to the amount of money which will 
be raised in the defense of the eleven convicted Communists and their at- 
torneys is two million dollars. They have a right to raise that amount of 
money. Haven’t we the right, as a people, to an accounting.? My theory as to 
disclosure is not one limited to Communists. It relates to all substantial or- 
ganized efforts. I have seen the list of fifty people who gave from $5000 to 
$50,000 apiece to Gerald L. K. Smith. I would defend the right of Gerald 
L. K. Smith to send his evil literature through the mails, but I submit that dis- 
closure of the names of the persons for whom Gerald L. K. Smith was speak- 
ing is part of the democratic function, where a government’s main duty is 
disclosure and not suppression. 

The Loyalty Program, or, as it might be called, the Security Program, will 
bother us as long as we fail to come to grips with this new element facing 
our culture — mass organized groups working with vast funds to get to the 
minds of our people. If the loyalty proceedings, with all of its defects, has 
done nothing else, it has no doubt brought to the attention of careless suckers 
the need for realizing that their names have value, and that they should not 
join organizations which refuse to make disclosure. To be sure, under a dic- 
tatorship, secrecy and stealth are necessary for minority points of view, but 
in this country, conducting its great and successful experiment in the direc- 
tion of a free market place of thought, we cannot believe any longer that 
truth will win out in the market place if the market place is corrupted by 
the pumping in of ideas in pamphlet or other form with no one knowing 
who the backers of the ideas arc. I should iiAagine that even those who arc 
opposed to every inch of the Loyalty Program arc worried when they realizi 
that in the white primary fight in Georgia there were innumerable expen- 
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sivciy printed gazettes and magazines favoring the white primary, and prac- 

tically all of these carried fake names or no names. 

Since the ^reat minority groups, such as the National Association for the 
Advancement of (Colored People, the CIO and the AFL, operating in most 
unfriendly areas, declared in favor of disclosure, I am still waiting for one 
example of a group which would have anything to fear by complete dis- 
closure. To he sure, the shiftover from stealth to ahnvehoardness might cause 
some turmf)il and discomfort, but I for my part am much more concerned 
with the discomfort of innocent people than I am with those who want to 
play an underground role. And with disclosure, in a very short time we 
will he able to defend more effectively all ideas in an open market place of 
thought. 


JUSTICES VINSON, JACKSON, BLACK, 
DOUGLAS 


7. Thi* (]a»e of the Eleven Communist Leaders* 


MR. CHIEF JUSTICE VINSON: 

The obvious purpose of the statute is to protect existing government, not 
from change by peaceable, lawful and constitutional means, hut from change 
by violence, revolution and terrorism. 

I'h.it it is within the power of the Congress to protect the Government of 
the United St.ites from armed rebellion is a proposition which requires little 
discussion. Whatever theoretical merit there may be to the argument that 
there is a “right” to rebellion against dictatorial governments, is without 
force where the existing structure of the government provides for peaceful 
and orderly change. 

We reject any principle of governmental helplessness in the face of prepa- 
ration for revolution, which principle, carried to its logical conclusion, must 
lead to anarchy. No one could conceive that it is not within the power of 
C>)ngress to prohibit acts intended to overthrow the Government by force 
and violence. The question with which we arc concerned here is not whether 
Congress has such power, but whether the means which it has employed con- 
flict with the First and Fifth Amendments to the Constitution. 

One of the bases for the contention that the means which Congress has 
employed are invalid takes the form of an attack on the face of the statute on 

• From Dennis et al, v. United States, 341 U.S. 494 
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the grounds that, by its terms, it prohibits academic disc’ission of the merits 
of Marxism-Leninism, that it stifles ideas and is contrary to all concepts of a 
free speech and a free press. 

The very language of the Smith Act negates the interpretation which pe- 
titioners would have us impose on that act. It is directed at advocacy, not dis- . 
cussion. Thus, the trial judge properly charged the jury that they could not 
convict if they found that petitioners did “no more than pursue peaceful 
studies and discussions or teaching and advocacy in the realm of ideas.” He 
further charged that it was not unlawful “to conduct in an American col- 
lege and university a course explaining the philosophical theories set forth 
in the books which have been placed in evidence.” 

Such a change is in strict accord with the statutory language, and illustrates 
the meaning to be placed on those words. Congress did not intend to eradi- 
cate the free discussion of political theories, to destroy the traditional rights 
of Americans to discuss and evaluate ideas without fear of governmental 
sanction. Rather, Congress was concerned with the very kind of activity in 
which the evidence showed these petitioners engaged. 

An analysis of the leading cases in this Court which have involved direct 
limitations on speech, however, will demonstrate that both the majority of 
the Court and the dissenters in particular cases have recognized that this is 
not an unlimited, unqualified right, but that the societal value of speech 
must, on occasion, be subordinated to other values and considerations. 

No important case involving free speech was decided by this court prior 
to Schcnc/^ V. United States, 249 U.S. 47 (1919). Indeed, the summary treat- 
ment accorded an argument based upon an individual’s claim that the First 
Amendment protected certain utterances indicates that the Court at earlier 
dates placed no unique emphasis upon that right. 

It was not until the classic dictum of Justice Holmes in the Schenck case, 
that speech per sc received that emphasis in a majority opinion. That case in- 
volved a conviction upon the Criminal Espionage Act, 40 Stat. 217. The 
question the Court faced was whether the evidence was sufficient to sustain 
the conviction. 

Writing for a unanimous court, Justice Holmes stated that the “question 
in every case is whether the words used arc used in such circumstances and 
are of such a nature as to create a clear and present danger that they will 
bring about the substantive evils that Congress has a right to prevent.” 249 
U.S. at 52. 

In discussing the proper measure of evaluation of this kind of legislation, 
we suggested that the Holmes-Brandeis philosophy insisted that where there 
was a direct restriction upon speech, a “clear and present danger that the 
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substantive evil would be caused was necessary before the statute in question 
could be constitutionally applied. And we stated, “(the First) Amendment 
requires that one be permitted to believe what he will. It requires that one 
be permitted to advocate what he will unless there is a clear and present dan- 
ger that a substantial public evil will result thereform.” 339 U.S. at 412. 

But we further suggested that neither Justice Holmes nor Justice Brandeis 
ever envisioned that a shorthand phrase should be crystallized into a rigid 
rule to be applied inflexibly without regard to the circumstances of each 
case. Speech is not an absolute, above and beyond control by the Legisla- 
ture when its judgment, subject to review here, is that certain kinds of speech 
arc so undesirable as to warrant criminal sanction. 

Nothing is more certain in modern society than the principle that there are 
no absolutes, that a name, a phrase, a standard has meaning only when as- 
sociated with the considerations which gave birth to the nomenclature. To 
those who would paralyze our Government in the face of impending threat 
by encasing it in a semantic straitjacket we must reply that all concepts arc 
relative. 

In this case we arc squarely presented with the application of the “clear 
and present danger” test, and must decide what that phrase imports. 

We first note that many of the cases in which this Court has reversed 
convictions by use of this or similar tests, have been based on the fact that the 
interest which the state was attempting to protect was itself too insubstantial 
to warrant restriction of speech. 

Overthrow of the Government by force and violence is certainly a substan- 
tial enough interest for the Government to limit speech. Indeed, this is the 
ultimate value of any society, for if a society cannot protect its very structure 
from ai med internal attack, it must follow that no subordinate value can be 
protected. If, then, this interest may be protected, the literal problem which is 
presented is what has been meant by the use of the phrase “clear and present 
danger” of the utterances bringing about the evil within the power of Con- 
gress to punish. 

Obviously, the words cannot mean that before the Government may act, it 
must wait until the putsch is about to be executed, the plans have been laid 
and the signal is awaited. If Government is aware that a group aiming at its 
overthrow is attempting to indoctrinate its members and to commit them to 
a course whereby they will strike when the leaders feel the circumstances 
permit, action by the Government is required. 

The argument that there is no need for Government to concern itself, for 
Government is strong, it possesses ample powers to put down a rebellion, it 
may defeat the revolution with ease, needs no answer. For that is not the 
question. 

C.ertainly an att^empt to overthrow the Government by force, even though 
doomed from the outset because of inadequate numbers or power of the rev- 
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olutionists, is a sufficient evil for Congress to prevent. The damage which 
such attempts create both physically and politically to a nation, makes it im- 
possible to measure the validity in terms of the probability of success, or the 
immediacy of a successful attempt. 

In the instant case, the trial judge charged the jury that they could not 
convict unless they found that petitioners intended to overthrow the Gov- 
ernment “as speedily as circumstances would permit.” This docs not mean, 
and could not properly mean, that they would not strike until there was cer- 
tainty of success. What was meant was that the revolutionists would strike 
when they thought the time was ripe. We must therefore reject the contention 
that success or probability of success is the criterion. 

The situation with which Justices Holmes and Brandeis were concerned 
in Gitlow was a comparatively isolated event, bearing little relation in their 
minds to any substantial threat to the safety of the community. 

They were not confronted with any situation comparable to the instant 
one — the development of an apparatus designed and dedicated to the over- 
throw of the Government, in the context of world crisis after crisis. 

Chief Judge Learned Hand, writing for the majority below, interpreted 
the phrase as follows: “In each case (courts) must ask whether the gravity 
of the ‘evil,’ discounted by its improbability, justifies such invasion of free 
speech as is necessary to avoid the danger.” 183 F. 2d at 212. 

We adopt this statement of the rule. As articulated by Chief Judge Hand, 
it is as succinct and inclusive as any other we might devise at this time. It 
takes into consideration those factors which we deem relevant, and relates 
their significances. More we cannot expect from words. 

Likewise, we are in accord with the court below, which affirmed the trial 
court’s finding that the requisite danger existed. The mere fact that, from the 
period 1945 petitioners’ activities did not result in an attempt to over- 

throw the Government by force and violence is, of course, no answer to 
the fact that there was a group that was ready to make the attempt. 

The formation by petitioners of such a highly organized conspiracy, with 
rigidly disciplined members subject to call when the leaders, these petitioners, 
felt that the time had come for action, coupled with the inflammable nature 
of world conditions, similar uprisings in other countries, and the touch- 
and-go nature of our relations with countries with whom petitioners were 
in the very least ideologically attuned, convince us that their convictions were 
justified on this score. 

And this analysis disposes of the contention that a conspiracy to advocate, 
as distinguished from the advocacy itself, cannot be constitutionally re- 
strained, because it comprises only the preparation. It is the existence of the 
conspiracy which creates the danger. 

If the ingredients of the reactio» . are present, we cannot bind the Govern- 
ment to wait until the catalyst is added. 
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Wc hold that Sections 2 (A) (i), 2 (A) (3) and 3 of the Smith Act, do not 
inherently, or as construed or applied in the instant case, violate the First 
Amendment and other provisions of the Bill of Rights, or the First and 
Fifth Amendments, because of indefinitencss. Petitioners intended to over- 
throw the Government of the United States as speedily as the circumstances 
would permit. Their conspiracy to organize the Communist party and to 
teach and advocate the overthrow of the Government of the United States 
by force and violence created a “clear and present danger of an attempt to 
overthrow the Government by force and violence. They were properly and 
constitutionally convicted for violation of the Smith Act. 

MR. JUSTICE JACKSON, concurriitgi 

This prosecution is the latest of never-ending, because never successful, 
(jiicsts for some legal formula that will secure an existing order against revo- 
lutionary radicalism. It requires us to reappraise, in the light of our own 
times and conditions, constitutional doctrines devised under other circum- 
stances to strike a balance between authority and liberty. 

Activity here charged to be criminal is conspiracy — that defendants con- 
spired to teach and advocate, and to organize the Communist Party to teach 
and advocate, overthrow and destruction of the Government by force and 
violence. There is no charge of actual violence or attempt at overthrow. 

The principal reliance of the defense in this Court is that the conviction 
cannot stand under the Constitution because the conspiracy of these defend- 
ants presents no “clear and present danger” of imminent or foreseeable over- 
throw. 


I 

The statute before us repeats a pattern, originally devised to combat the 
wave of anarchistic terrorism that plagued this country about the turn of 
the century, which lags at least two generations behind Communist Party 
techniques. 

Anarchism taught a philosophy of extreme individualsim and hostility to 
government and property. Its avowed aim was a more just order, to be 
achieved by violent destruction of all government. Anarchism’s sporadic and 
uncoordinated acts of terror were not integrated with an effective revo- 
lutionary machine, but the Chicago Haymarket riots of 1886, attempted mur- 
der of the industrialist Frick, attacks on state officials, and assassination of 
President McKinley in 1901, were fruits of its preaching. 

However, extreme individualism was not conducive to cohesive and disci- 
plined organization. Anarchism fell into disfavor among incendiary radi- 
cals, many of whom shifted their allegiance to the rising Communist Party. 
Meanwhile, in Europe anarchism had been displaced by Bolshevism as the 
doctrine and strategy of social and political upheaval. Led by intellectuals 
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hardened by revolutionary experience, it was a more sophisticated, dynamic 
and realistic movement. Establishing a base in the Soviet Union, it founded 
an aggressive international Communist apparatus which has modeled and 
directed a revolutionary movement able only to harass our own country. But 
it has seized control of a dozen other countries. 

Communism, the antithesis of anarchism, appears today as a closed system 
of thought representing Stalin’s version of Lenin’s version of Marxism. As 
an ideology, it is not one of spontaneous protest arising from American work- 
ing-class experience. It is a complicated system of assumptions, based on 
European history and conditions, shrouded in an obscure and ambiguous 
vocabulary, which allures our ultrasophisticated intelligentsia more than our 
hard-headed working people. From time to time it champions all manner of 
causes and grievances and makes alliances that may add to its foothold in 
government or embarrass the authorities. 

The Communist Party, nevertheless, does not seek its strength primarily in 
numbers. Its aim is a relatively small party whose strength is in selected, dedi- 
cated, indoctrinated, and rigidly disciplined members. From established pol- 
icy it tolerates no deviation and no debate. It seeks members that are, or may 
be, secreted in strategic posts in transportation, communications, industry, 
government, and especially in labor unions where it can compel employers to 
accept and retain its members. It also seeks to infiltrate and control organiza- 
tions of professional and other groups. Through these placements in posi- 
tions of power it seeks a leverage over society that will make up in power of 
coercion what it lacks in power of persuasion. 

The Communists have no scruples against sabotage, terrorism, assassina- 
tion, or mob disorder; but violence is not with them, as with the anarchists, 
an end in itself. The Communist Party advocates force only when prudent 
and profitable. Their strategy of stealth precludes premature or uncoordi- 
nated outbursts of violence, except, of course, when the blame will be placed 
on shoulders other than their own. They resort to violence as to truth, not as 
a principle but as an expedient. Force or violence, as they would resort to it, 
may never be necessary, because infiltration and deception may be enough. 

Force would be utilized by the Communist Party not to destroy govern- 
ment but for its capture. The Communist recognizes that an established gov- 
ernment in control of modern technology cannot be overthrown by force 
until it is about ready to fall of its own weight. Concerted uprising, there 
fore, is to await that contingency and revolution is seen, not as a sudden epi- 
sode, but as the consummation of a long process. 

The United States, fortunately, has experienced Communism only in its 
preparatory stages and for its pattern of final action must look abroad. Rus- 
sia, of course, was the pilot Communist revolution, which to the Marxist 
confirms the Party’s assumptions and points its destiny. But Communist tech- 
nique in the overturn of a free government was disclosed by the coup d'Stat 
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in which they seized power in Czechoslovakia. There the Communist Party 
during its preparatory stage claimed and received protection for its freedoms 
of speech, press, and assembly. Pretending to be but another political party, 
it eventually was conceded participation in government, where it entrenched 
reliable members chiefly in control of police and information services. When 
the government faced a foreign and domestic crisis, the Communist Party 
had established a leverage strong enough to threaten civil war. In a period 
of confusion the Oimmunist plan unfolded and the underground organiza- 
tion came to the surface throughout the country in the form chiefly of labor 
“action committees.” Communist officers of the unions took over transporta- 
tion and allowed only persons with party permits to travel. Communist print- 
ers took over the newspapers and radio and put out only party-approved ver- 
sions of events. Possession was taken of telegraph and telephone systems and 
communications were cut off wherever directed by party heads. Communist 
unions took over the factories, and in the cities a partisan distribution of food 
was managed by the Communist organization. A virtually bloodless abdica- 
tion by the elected government admitted the Communists to power, where- 
upon they instituted a reign of oppression and terror, and ruthlessly denied 
to all others the freedoms which had sheltered their conspiracy. 

II 

The foregoing is enough to indicate that, either by accident or design, the 
Communist stratagem outwits the antianarchist pattern of statute aimed 
against “overthrow by force and violence” if qualified by the doctrine that 
only “clear and present danger” of accomplishing that result will sustain the 
prosecution. 

The “clear and present danger” test was an innovation by Mr. Justice 
Holmes in the Schcncl{^ case, reiterated and refined by him and Mr. Justice 
Braiuleis in later cases, all arising before the era of World War II revealed the 
subtlety and efficacy of modernized revolutionary techniques used by totali- 
tarian parties. In those cases, they were faced with convictions under so- 
called criminal syndicalism statutes aimed at anarchists but which, loosely 
construed, had been applied to punish socialism, pacifism, and left-wing ide- 
ologies, the charges often resting on far-fetched inferences which, if true, 
would establish only technical or trivial violations. They proposed “clear and 
present danger” as a test for the sufficiency of evidence in particular cases. 

I would save it, unmodified, for application as a “rule of reason” in the 
kind of case for which it was devised. When the issue is criminality of a hot- 
headed speech on a street corner, or circulation of a few incendiary pam- 
phlets, or parading by some zealots behind a red flag, or refusal of a handful 
of school children to salute our flag, it is not beyond the capacity of the judi- 
cial process to gather, comprehend, and weigh the necessary materials for de- 
cision whether it is a clear and present danger of substantive evil or a harmless 
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letting off of steam. It is not a prophecy, for the danger in such cases has ma- 
tured by the time of trial or it was never present. The test applies and has 
meaning where a conviction is sought to be based on a speech or writing 
which does not directly or explicitly advocate a crime but to which such 
tendency is sought to be attributed by construction or by implication from ex- 
ternal circumstances. The formula in such cases favors freedoms that arc vital 
to our society, and, even if sometimes applied too generously, the conse- 
quences cannot be grave. But its recent expansion has extended, in particular 
to Communists, unprecedented immunities. Unless we are to hold our Gov- 
ernment captive in a judge-made verbal trap, we must approach the problem 
of a well-organized, nation-wide conspiracy, such as I have described, as real- 
istically as our predecessors faced the trivialities that were being prosecuted 
until they were checked with a rule of reason. 

I think reason is lacking for applying that test to this case. 

If we must decide that this Act and its application are constitutional only if 
we are convinced that petitioner’s conduct creates a “clear and present dan- 
ger’* of violent overthrow, we must appraise imponderables, including inter- 
national and national phenomena which baffle the best informed foreign 
offices and our most experienced politicians. We would have to foresee and 
predict the effectiveness of Communist propaganda, opportunities for infil- 
tration, whether, and when, a time will come that they consider propitious 
for action, and whether and how fast our existing government will deteri- 
orate. And we would have to speculate as to whether an approaching Com- 
munist coup would not be anticipated by a nationalistic fascist movement. 
No doctrine can be sound whose application requires us to make a prophecy 
of that sort in the guise of a legal decision. The judicial process simply is not 
adequate to a trial of such far-flung issues. The answers given would reflect 
our own political predilections and nothing more. 

The authors of the “clear and present danger” test never applied it to a case 
like this, nor would I. If applied as it is proposed here, it means that the Com- 
munist plotting is protected during its period of incubation; its preliminary 
stages of organization and preparation are immune from the law; the Gov- 
ernment can move only after imminent action is manifest, when it would, 
of course, be too late. 


Ill 

The highest degree of Constitutional protection is due to the individual 
acting without conspiracy. But even an individual cannot claim that the 
Constitution protects him in advocating or teaching overthrow of govern- 
ment by force or violence. I should suppose no one would doubt that Con- 
gress has power to make such attempted overthrow a crime. But the conten- 
tion is that one has the constitutional right to work up a public desire and 
will to do what it is a crime to attempt, I think direct incitement by speech or 
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writing can be made a crime, and I think there can be a conviction without 
also proving that the odds favored its success by 99 to i, or some other ex- 
tremely high ratio. 

Of course, it is not always easy to distinguish teaching or advocacy in the 
sense of incitement from teaching or advocacy in the sense of exposition or 
explanation. It is a question of fact in each case. 

IV 

What really is under review here is a conviction of conspiracy, after a trial 
for conspiracy, on an indictment charging conspiracy, brought under a stat- 
ute outlawing conspiracy. With due respect to my colleagues, they seem to me 
to discuss anything under the sun except the law of conspiracy. One of the 
dissenting opinions even appears to chide me for “invoking the law of con- 
spiracy.” As that is the case before us, it may be more amazing that its reversal 
can be proposed without even considering the law of conspiracy. 

The Constitution docs not make conspiracy a civil right. The Court has 
never before done so and I think it should not do so now. Conspiracies of 
labor unions, trade associations, and news agencies have been condemned, 
although accomplished, evidenced and carried out, like the conspiracy 
here, chiefly by letter-writing, meetings, speeches and organization. Indeed, 
this C^urt seems, particularly in cases where the conspiracy has economic 
ends, to be applying its doctrines with increasing severity. While I consider 
criminal conspiracy a dragnet device capable of perversion into an instru- 
ment of injustice in the hands of a partisan or complacent judiciary, it has 
an established place in our system of law, and no reason appears for applying 
it only to concerted action claimed to disturb interstate commerce and with- 
holding it from those claimed to undermine our whole Government. 

The basic rationale of the law of conspiracy is that a conspiracy may be an 
evil in itself, independently of any other evil it seeks to accomplish. 

So far docs this doctrine reach that it is well settled that Congress may 
make it a crime to conspire with others to do what an individual may law- 
fully do on his own. This principle is illustrated in conspiracies that violate 
the antitrust laws as sustained and applied by this Court. Although one may 
raise the prices of his own products, and many, acting without concert, may 
do so, the moment they conspire to that end they arc punishable. The 
same principle is applied to organized labor. Any workman may quit his 
work for any reason, but concerted actions to the same end arc in some cir- 
cumstances forbidden. 

There is lamentation in the dissents about the injustice of conviction in 
the absence of some overt act. Of course, there has been no general uprising 
against the Government, but the record is replete with acts to carry out the 
conspiracy alleged, acts such as always arc held sufficient to consummate the 
crime where the statute requires an overt act. 



UBERTY AND LOYALTY 2/5 

But the shorter answer is that no overt act is or need be required. The 
Court, in antitrust cases, early upheld the power of Congress to adopt the 
ancient common law that makes conspiracy itself a crime. Through Mr. 
Justice Holmes, it said: “Coming next to the objection that no overt act is 
laid, the answer is that the Sherman Act punishes the conspiracies at which 
it is aimed on the common law footing — that is to say, it does not make the 
doing of any act other than the act of conspiring a condition of liability.” 
Nash V. United States, 229 U.S. 373, 378. Reiterated, United States v. 
Socony-V acuum Oil Co., 310, U.S. 150, 252. It is not to be supposed 
that the power of Congress to protect the Nation’s existence is more limited 
than its power to protect interstate commerce. 

Also, it is urged that since the conviction is for conspiracy to teach and ad- 
vocate, and to organize the Communist Party to teach and advocate, the First 
Amendment is violated, because freedoms of speech and press protect teach- 
ing and advocacy regardless of what is taught or advocated. 1 have never 
thought that to be the law. 

I do not suggest that Congress could punish conspiracy to advocate some- 
thing, the doing of which it may not punish. Advocacy or exposition of the 
doctrine of communal property ownership, or any political philosophy unas- 
sociated with advocacy of its imposition by force or seizure of government 
by unlawful means could not be reached through conspiracy prosecution. But 
it is not forbidden to put down force or violence, it is not forbidden to pun- 
ish its teaching or advocacy, and the end being punishable, there is no doubt 
of the power to punish conspiracy for the purpose. 

The defense of freedom of speech or press has often been raised in con- 
spiracy cases, because, whether committed by Communists, by business- 
men, or by common criminals, it usually consists of words written or spoken, 
evidenced by letters, conversations, speeches or documents. Communication 
is the essence of every conspiracy, for only by it can common purpose and 
concert of action be brought about or be proved. 

Having held that a conspiracy alone is a crime and its consummation is 
another, it would be weird legal reasoning to hold that Congress could pun- 
ish the one only if there was “clear and present danger” of the second. This 
would compel the Government to prove two crimes in order to convict 
for one. 

When our constitutional provisions were written, the chief forces recog- 
nized as antagonists in the struggle between authority and liberty were the 
Government on the one hand and the individual citizen on the other. It was 
thought that if the state could be kept in its place the individual could take 
care of himself. 

In more recent times these problems have been complicated by the inter- 
vention between the state and the citizen of permanently organized, W'ell- 
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financed, scmisccret and highly disciplined political organizations. Totalitar- 
ian groups here and abroad perfected the technique of creating private 
paramilitary organizations to coerce both the public government and its cit- 
izens. These organizations assert as against our Government all of the consti- 
tutional rights and immunities of individuals and at the same time exercise 
over their followers much of the authority which they deny to the Govern- 
ment. The Communist Party realistically is a state within a state, an authori- 
tarian dictatorship within a republic. It demands these freedoms, not for 
its members, but for the organized party. It denies to its own members at the 
same time the freedom to dissent, to debate, to deviate from the party line, 
and enforces its authoritarian rule by crude purges, if nothing more violent. 

The law of conspiracy has been the chief means at the Government’s dis- 
posal to deal with the growing problems created by such organizations. I 
happen to think it is an awkward and inept remedy, but 1 find no constitu- 
tional authority for taking this weapon from the Government. There is no 
constitutional right to “gang up’’ on the Government. 

While I think there was power in Congress to enact this statute and that, 
as applied in this case, it cannot be held unconstitutional, I add that I have 
little faith in the long-range efteciiveness of this conviction to stop the rise 
of the C'ommunist movement. Communism will not go to jail with these 
(>)mniunists. No decision by this Court can forestall revolution whenever 
the existing government fails to command the respect and loyalty of the peo- 
ple and sufficient distress and discontent is allowed to grow up among the 
masses. Many failures by fallen governments attest that no government can 
long prevent revolution by outlawry, ('orruption, ineptitude, inflation, op- 
pressive taxation, militarization, injustice, and loss of leadership capable of 
intellectual initiative in domestic or foreign affairs arc allies on which the 
Communists count to bring opportunity knocking to their door. Sometimes 
1 think they may be mistaken. But the Communists arc not building just 
for t(jday — the rest of us might profit by their example. 

MR. JUSTICE BLACK, dissentingi 

At the outset I want to emphasize what the crime involved in this case 
is, and what it is not. These petitioners were not charged with an attempt to 
overthrow the Government. They were not charged with nonverbal acts of 
any kind designed to overthrow the Government. They were not even 
charged with saying anything or writing anything designed to overthrow 
the Government. The charge was that they agreed to assemble and to talk 
and publish certain ideas at a later date: The indictment is that they conspired 
to organize the Communist Party and to use speech or newspapers and other 
publications in the future to teach and advocate the forcible overthrow of 
the Government. No matter how it is worded, this is a virulent form of 
prior censorship of speech and press, which I believe the First Amendment 
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forbids. I would hold Par. 3 of the Smith Act authorizing this prior restraint 
unconstitutional on its face and as applied. 

But let us assume, contrary to all constitutional ideas 't fair criminal pro- 
cedure, that petitioners although not indicted for the crime of actual ad- 
vocacy, may be punished for it. Even on this radical assumption, the only 
way to affirm these convictions, as the dissent of Mr. Justice Douglas shows, 
is to qualify drastically or wholly repudiate the established “clear and present 
danger” rule. This the Court does in a way which greatly restricts the pro- 
tections afforded by the First Amendment. The opinions for affirmance show 
that the chief reason for jettisoning the rule is the expressed fear that ad- 
vocacy of Communist doctrine endangers the safety of the Republic. Un- 
doubtedly, a governmental policy of unfettered communication of ideas does 
entail dangers. To the Founders of the Nation, however, the benefits derived 
from free expression were worth the risk. They embodied this philosophy in 
the First Amendment’s command that Congress “shall make no law abridg- 
ing ... the freedom of speech, or of the press ...” I have always believed 
that the First Amendment is the keystone of our Government, that the free- 
doms it guarantees provide the best insurance against destruction of all free- 
dom. At least as to speech in the realm of public matters, 1 believe that the 
“clear and present danger” test does not “mark the furthermost constitu- 
tional boundaries of protected expression” but does “no more than recog- 
nize a minimum compulsion of the Bill of Rights.” Bridges v. California, 
314 U.S. 252, 263. 

So long as this Court exercises the power of judicial review of legislation, 
I cannot agree that the First Amendment permits us to sustain laws suppres- 
sing freedom of speech and press on the basis of Congress’ or our own no- 
tions of mere “reasonableness.” Such a doctrine waters down the First 
Amendment so that it amounts to little more than an admonition to Con- 
gress. The Amendment as so construed is not likely tf) protect any but those 
“safe” or orthodox views which rarely need its protection. I must also express 
my objection to the holding because, as Mr. Justice Douglas’ dissent shows, 
it sanctions the determination of a crucial issue of fact by the. judge rather 
than by the jury. Nor can I let this opportunity pass without expressing my 
objection to the severely limited grant of certiorari in this case which pre- 
cluded consideration here of at least two other reasons for reversing these 
convictions: (i) the record shows a discriminatory selection of the jury 
panel which prevented trial before a representative cross-section of the com- 
munity; (2) the record shows that one member of the trial jury was vio- 
lently hostile to petitioners before and during the trial. 

Public opinion being what it now is, few will protest the conviction of 
the Communist petitioners. There is hope, however, that in calmer times, 
when present pressures, passions and fears subside, this or some later Court 
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will restore the First Amendment liberties to the high preferred place where 
they belong in a free society. 

MR. JUSTICE DOUGLAS, disscnting: 

If this were a case where those who claimed protection under the First 
Amendment were teaching the techniques of sabotage, the assassination 
of the President, the filching of documents from public files, the planting of 
honihs, the art of street warfare, and the like, I would have no doubts. The 
freedom to speak is not absolute; the teaching of methods of terror and other 
seditious conduct should be beyond the pale along with obscenity and im- 
morality. This case was argued as if those were the facts. The argument 
imported much seditious conduct into the record. That is easy and it has 
popular appeal, for the activities of Communists in plotting and scheming 
against the free world are common knowledge. But the fact is that no such 
evidence was introduced at the trial. There is a statute which makes a sedi- 
tious conspiracy unlawful. Petitioners, however, were not charged with a 
"conspiracy to overthrow" the Government. They were charged with a con- 
spiracy to form a party and groups and assemblies of people who teach and 
advocate the overthrow of our Government by force or violence and with a 
conspiracy to advocate and teach its overthrow by force and violence. It may 
well be that indoctrination in the techniques of terror to destroy the Govern- 
ment would be indictable under cither statute. But the teaching which is 
condemned here is of a different character. 

So far as the present record is concerned, what petitioners did was to or- 
ganize people to leach and themselves teach the Mar\ist-Leninist doctrine 
contained chiefly in four books: Foundations of Leninism by Stalin (1924), 
The Communist Manifesto by Marx and Engels (184H), State and Revolution 
by Lenin (1917), History of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (B) 
(im)- 

Those books are to Soviet Communism what Mein Kampf was to Nazism. 
If they are understood, the ugliness of Communism is revealed, its deceit 
and cunning are exposed, the nature of its activities becomes apparent, and 
the chances of its success less likely. That is not, of course, the reason why 
petitioners chose these books for their classrooms. They are fervent Com- 
munists to whom these volumes are gospel. They preached the creed with 
the hope th.u some day it would be acted upon. 

The opinion of the C'ourt does not outlaw these texts nor condemn them 
to the fire, as the Communists do literature offensive to their creed. But if 
the books themselves are not outlawed, if they can lawfully remain on li- 
brary shelves, by what reasoning does their use in a classroom become a 
crime? It would not be a crime under the Act to introduce these books to a 
class, though that would be teaching what the creed of violent overthrow 
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of Ae government is. The Act, as construed, requires the element of intent 
—that those who teach the creed believe in it. The crime then depends not 
on what is taught but on who the teacher is. That is to make freedom of 
speech turn not on u/hat is said, but on the intent with v'liich it is said. Once 
we start down that road we enter territory dangerous to the liberties of every 
citizen. 

There was a time in England when the concept of constructive treason 
flourished. Men were punished not for raising a hand against the king but 
for thinking murderous thoughts about him. The Framers of the Constitu- 
tion were alive to that abuse and took steps to see that the practice would not 
flourish here. Treason was defined to require overt acts — the evolution of a 
plot against the country into an actual project. The present case is not one of 
treason. But the analogy is close when the illegality is made to turn on in- 
tent, not on the nature of the act. We then start probing men’s minds for 
motive and purpose; they become entangled in the law not for what they did 
but for what they thought; they get convicted not for what they said but 
for the purpose with which they said it. 

Intent, of course, often makes the difference in the law. An act otherwise 
excusable or carrying minor penalties may grow to an abhorrent thing if the 
evil intent is present. We deal here, however, not with ordinary acts but with 
speech, to which the Constitution has given a special sanction. 

The vice of treating speech as the equivalent of overt acts of a treasonable 
or seditious character is emphasized by a concurring opinion, which by in- 
voking the law of conspiracy makes speech do service for deeds which are 
dangerous to society. The doctrine of conspiracy has served divers and 
oppressive purposes and in its broad reach can be made to do great evil. But 
never until today has anyone seriously thought that the ancient law of con- 
spiracy could constitutionally be used to turn speech into seditious conduct. 
Yet that is precisely what is suggested. I repeat that we deal here with speech 
alone, not with speech plus acts of sabotage or unlawful conduct. Not a single 
seditious act is charged in the indictment. To make a lawful speech un- 
lawful because two men conceive it is to raise the law of conspiracy to appall- 
ing proportions. That course is to make a radical break with the past and to 
violate one of the cardinal principles of our constitutional scheme. 

Free speech has occupied an exalted position because of the high service 
it has given our society. Its protection is essential to the very existence of a 
democracy. The airing of ideas releases pressures which otherwise might 
become destructive. When ideas compete in the market for acceptance, full 
and free discussion exposes the false and they gain few adherents. Full and 
free discussion even of ideas we hate encourages the testing of our own 
prejudices and preconceptions. Full and free discussion keeps a society from 
becoming stagnant and unprepared for the stresses and strains that work 
to tear all civilizations apart. 
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Full and free discussion has indeed been the first article of our faith. We 
have founded our political system on it. It has been the safeguard of every 
religious, political, philosophical, economic, and racial group amongst us. 
We have counted on it to keep us from embracing what is cheap and false; 
wc have trusted the common sense of our people to choose the doctrine true 
to our genius and to reject the rest. This has been the one single outstanding 
tenet that lias made our institutions the symbol of freedom and equality. 
We have deemed it more costly to liberty to suppress a despised minority 
than to let them vent their spleen. We have above all else feared the political 
censor. Wc have wanted a land where our people can be exposed to all the 
diverse creeds and cultures of the world. 

There comes a time when even speech loses its constitutional immunity. 
Speech innocuous one year may at another time fan such destructive flames 
that it must be halted in the interests of the safety of the Republic. That is 
the meaning of the “clear and present danger” test. When conditions arc 
so critical that there will be no time to avoid the evil that the speech threatens, 
it is time tr) call a halt. Otherwise, free speech which is the strength of the 
Nation will he the cause of its destruction. 

Yet free speech is the rule, not the exception. The restraint to be constitu- 
tional must be based on more than fear, on more than passionate opposition 
against the speech, on more than a revolted dislike for its contents. There 
must be some immediate injury to society that is likely if speech is allowed. 
The classic statement of these conditions was made by Mr. Justice Brandeis 
in his concurring opinion in Whitney v. California, 274 U.S. 357, 376-377: 

Fear of serious injury cannot alone justify suppression of free speech 
and assembly. Men feared witches and burnt women. It is the function 
of speech to free men from the bondage of irrational fears. To justify sup- 
pression of free speech there must be reasonable ground to fear that seri- 
ous evil will result if free speech is practiced. There must be reasonable 
ground to believe that the danger apprehended is imminent. There must 
be reasonable ground to believe that the evil to be prevented is a serious 
one. Every denunciation of existing law tends in some measure to increase 
the probability that there will be violation of it. Condonation of a breach 
enhances the probability. Expressions of approval add to the probability. 
Propagation of the criminal state of mind by teaching syndicalism increases 
it. Advocacy ol law hi caking heightens it still further. But even advocacy 
of violation, however reprehensible morally, is not a justification for de- 
nying free speech where the advocacy falls short of incitement and there 
is nothing to indicate that the advocacy would be immediately acted on. 
The w’idc dilTeieiue between advocacy and incitement, between prepara- 
tion and attempt, bctw'cen assembling and conspiracy, must be borne in 
mind. In order to support a finding of clear and present danger it must 
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be shown cither that immediate serious violence was to be expected or 
was advocated, or that the past conduct furnished reason to believe that 
such advocacy was then contemplated. 

Those who won our independence by revolution wc;e not cowards. 
They did not fear political change. They did not exalt order at the cost of 
liberty. To courageous, self'reliant men, with confidence in the power of 
free and fearless reasoning applied through the processes of popular gov- 
ernment, no danger flowing from speech can be deemed clear and present, 
unless the incidence of the evil apprehended is so imminent that it may 
befall before there is opportunity for full discussion. If there be time to ex- 
pose through discussion the falsehood and fallacies, to a^jert the evil by the 
processes of education, the remedy to be applied is more speech, not en- 
forced silence. [Italics added.] 

The nature of Q)mmunism as a force on the world scene would, of course, 
be relevant to the issue of clear and present danger of petitioners’ advocacy 
within the United States. But the primary consideration is the strength and 
tactical position of petitioners and their converts in this country. On that there 
is no evidence in the record. If we are to take judicial notice of the threat of 
Communism within the nation, it should not be difficult to conclude that as 
a political party they are of little consequence. Communists in this country 
have never made a respectable or serious showing in any election. I would 
doubt that there is a village, let alone a city or county or state which the Com- 
munists could carry. Communism in the world scene is no bogey-man; but 
Communism as a political faction or party in this country plainly is. Commu- 
nism has been so thoroughly exposed in this country that it has been crip- 
pled as a political force. Free speech has destroyed it as an effective political 
party. It is inconceivable that those who went up and down this country 
preaching the doctrine of revolution which petitioners espouse would have 
any success. In days of trouble and confusion when bread lines were long, 
when the unemployed walked the streets, when people were starving, the 
advocates of a short-cut by revolution might have a chance to gain adherents. 
But today there are no such conditions. The country is not in despair; the 
people know Soviet Communism; the doctrine of Soviet revolution is ex- 
posed in all of its ugliness and the American people want none of it. 

How it can be said that there is a clear and present danger that this advo- 
cacy will succeed is, therefore, a mystery. Some nations less resilient than the 
United States, where illiteracy is high and where democratic traditions are 
only budding, might have to take drastic steps and jail these men for merely 
speaking their creed. But in America they are miserable merchants of un- 
wanted ideas; their wares remain unsold. The fact that their ideas are abhor- 
rent does not make them powerful. 

The political impotence of the Communists in this country does not, of 
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course, dispose of the problem. Their numbers; their positions in industry 
and government; the extent to which they have in fact infiltrated the police, 
the armed services, transportation, stevedoring, power plants, munitions 
works, and other critical places — these facts all bear on the likelihood that 
their advocacy of the Soviet theory of revolution will endanger the Republic. 
But the record is silent on these facts. If we are to proceed on the basis of ju- 
dicial notice, it is impossible for me to say that the Communists in this coun- 
try are so potent or so strategically deployed that they must be suppressed 
for their speech. I could not so hold unless I were willing to conclude that 
the activities in recent years of committees of Congress, of the Attorney Gen- 
eral, of labor unions, of state legislatures, and of Loyalty Boards were so 
futile as to leave the country on the edge of grave peril. To believe that pe- 
titioners and their following are placed in such critical positions as to en- 
danger the Nation is to believe the incredible. It is safe to say that the follow- 
ers of the creed of Soviet Communism are known to the FBI that in case 
of war with Russia they v/ill be picked up overnight as were all prospective 
saboteurs at the commencement of World War II; that the invisible army of 
petitioners is the best known, the most beset, and the least thriving of any 
fifth column in history. Only those held by fear and panic could think 
otherwise. 

This is my view if we are to act on the basis of judicial notice. But the 
mere statement of the opposing views indicates how important it is that wc 
know the facts before wc act. Neither prejudice nor hate nor senseless fear 
should be the basis of this solemn act. Free speech — the glory of our system 
of government — should not be sacrificed on anything less than plain and 
objective proof of danger that the evil advocated is imminent. On this record 
no one can say that petitioners and their converts are in such a strategic posi- 
tion as to have even the slightest chance of achieving their aims. 

The First Amendment provides that “Congress shall make no law . . . 
abridging the freedom of speech.” The Constitution provides no exception. 
This docs not mean, however, that the Nation need hold its hand until it is 
in such weakened condition that there is no time to protect itself from incite- 
ment to revolution. Seditious conduct can always be punished. But the com- 
mand of the First Amendment is so clear that we should not allow Congress 
to call a halt to free speech except in the extreme case of peril from the 
speech itself. The First Amendment makes confidence in the common sense 
of our people and in their maturity of judgment the great postulate of our 
democracy. Its philosophy is that violence is rarely, if ever, stopped by deny- 
ing civil liberties to those advocating resort to force. The First Amendment 
reflects the philosophy of Jefferson “that it is time enough for the rightful 
purposes of civil government for its officers to interfere when principles 
break out into overt acts against peace and good order.” The political censor 
has no place in our public debates. Unless and until extreme and necessitous 
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circumstances arc shown our aim should be to keep speech unfettered and to 
allow the processes of law to be invoked only when the provocateurs among 
us move from speech to action. 

Vyshinsky wrote in 1938 in The Law of the Soviet State, “In our state, 
naturally there can be no place for freedom of speech, press, and so on for 
the foes of socialism.” 

Our concern should be that we accept no such standard for the United 
States. Our faith should be that our people will never give support to these 
advocates of revolution, so long as we remain loyal to the purposes for which 
our Nation was founded. 


JUSTICES HARLAN, BLACK 

8. The Caae of the Fourteen Weal Coaat Communiat Leadera* 


MR. JUSTICE HARLAN: 

We are faced with the question whether the Smith Act prohibits advocacy 
and teaching of forcible overthrow as an abstract principle, divorced from 
any effort to instigate action to that end, so long as such advocacy or teaching 
is engaged in with evil intent. We hold that it does not. 

The distinction between advocacy of abstract doctrine and advocacy di- 
rected at promoting unlawful action is one that has been consistently recog- 
nized in the opinions of this court, beginning with Fox v. Washington, 236 
U. S. 273, and Schenck v. United’ States, 249 U. S. 47. This distinction was 
heavily underscored in Gitlow v. New York, 268 U. S. 652, in which the statute 
involved was nearly identical with the one now before us, and where the 
court, despite the narrow view there taken of the First Amendment said: 

“The statute does not penalize the utterance or publication of abstract 
‘doctrine’ or academic discussion having no quality of incitement to any 
concrete action * • *. It is not the abstract ‘doctrine’ of overthrowing organ- 
ized government by unlawful means which is denounced by the statute, but 
the advocacy of action for the accomplishment of that purpose * • *. This 
(manifesto) * * ♦ is (in) the language of direct incitement * ♦ * that the 
jury were warranted in finding th.u the manifesto advocated not merely the 
abstract doctrine of overthrowing organized government by force, violence 

• From Yates v. United States, 354 U. S. 298 (1957). 
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and unlawful means, but action to that end, is clear • * *. That utterances 
inciting to the overthrow of organized government by unlawful means, pre- 
sent a sufficient danger of substantive evil to bring their punishment within 
the range of legislative discretion, is clear.” 

We need not, however, decide the issue before us in terms of constitutional 
compulsion, for our first duty is to construe this statute. In doing so we should 
not assume that Congress chose to disregard a constitutional danger zone so 
clearly marked, or that it used the words “advocate” and “teach” in their 
ordinary dictionary meanings when they had already been construed as terms 
of art carrying a special and limited connotation. See Willis v. Eastern Trust 
& Banking Co., supra; Joines v. Patterson, supra; James v. Appel, 192 U. S. 
129, 1^5. The (iitlow case and the New York Oiminal Anarchy Act there 
involved, wliich furnished the prototype for the Smith Act, were both known 
and adverted to by Congress in the courts of the legislative proceedings. Cf. 
Carolene Products Co. v. United States, supra. The legislative history of the 
Smith Act and related bills shows beyond all cpiestion that Congress was 
aware of the distinction between the advocacy or teaching of abstract doctrine 
and the advocacy or teaching of action, and that it did not intend to disregard 
it. The statute was aimed at the advocacy and teaching of concrete action for 
the forcible overthrow of the Government, and not of principles divorced 
from action. 

The Ciovernmcnt’s reliance on this court’s decision in Dennis is misplaced. 
The jury instructions which were refused here were given there, and were 
referred to by this court as requiring “the jury to find the facts essential to 
cstabli.sh the substantive crime.” 341 U. S., at 512. It is true that at one point 
in the late C’hief justice’s opinion it is stated that the Smith Act “is directed 
at advocacy, not discussion,” id., at 502, but it is clear that the reference was 
to advocacy of action, not ideas, for in the very ne,\t sentence the opinion 
emphasizes that the jury was properly instructed that there could be no con- 
viction for “advocacy in the realm of ideas.” The two concurring opinions in 
that case likewise cmfdiasize the distinction with which we are concerned, 
id., at 518, 5^4, 5^6, 54.5, 546, 547, 571, 572. 

In failing to distinguish between advocacy of forcible overthrow as an 
abstract doctrine and advocacy of action to that end, the District Court 
appears to have been led astray by the holding in Dennis that advocacy of 
violent action to be taken at some future time was enr^ugh. It seems to have 
considered that, since “inciting” speech is usually thought of as calculated 
to induce immediate action, and since Dennis held advocacy of action for 
future overthrow sufficient, this meant that advocacy, irrespective of its tend- 
ency to generate action, is punishable, provided only that it is uttered with 
a specific intent to accomplish overthrow. In other words, the District Court 
apparently thought that Dennis obliterated the traditional dividing line be- 
tween advocacy of abstract doctrine and advcKacy of action. 
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This misconceives the situation confronting the cour^ in Dennis and what 
was held there. Although the jury’s verdict, interpreted in light of the trial 
court’s instructions, did not justify the conclusion that the defendants’ ad- 
vocacy was directed at, or created any danger of, immediate overthrow, it did 
establish that the advocacy was aimed at building up a seditious group and 
maintaining it in readiness for action at a propitious time. In such circum- 
stances, said Chief Justice Vinson, the Government need not hold its hand 
’’until the putsch is about to be executed, the plans have been laid, and the 
signal is awaited. If Government is aware that a group aiming at its over- 
throw is attempting to indoctrinate its members and commit them to a course 
whereby they will strike when the leaders feel the circumstances permit, 
action by the Government is required.” 341 U. S., at 509. The essence of the 
Dennis holding was that indoctrination of a group in preparation for future 
violent action, as well as exhortation to immediate action, by advocacy found 
to be directed to “action for the accomplishment” of forcible overthrow, to 
violence “as a rule or principle of action,” and employing “language of in- 
citement,” id., at 511-512, is not constitutionally protected when the group is 
of sufficient size and cohesiveness, is sufficiently oriented towards action, and 
other circumstances are such as reasonably to justify apprehension that action 
will occur. This is quite a different thing from the view of the District Court 
here that mere doctrinal justification of forcible overthrow, if engaged in 
with the intent to accomplish overthrow, is punishable per sc under the Smith 
Act. That sort of advocacy even though uttered with the hope that it may 
ultimately lead to violent revolution, is too remote from concrete action to be 
regarded as the kind of indoctrination preparatory to action which was con- 
demned in Dennis. As one of the concurring opinions in Dennis put it: 
“Throughout our decisions there has recurred a distinction between the state- 
ment of an idea which may prompt its hearers to take unlawful action, and 
advocacy that such action be taken.” Id., at 545. There is nothing in Dennis 
which makes that historic distinction obsolete. 

In light of the foregoing we are unable to regard the District Court’s charge 
upon this aspect of the case as adequate. The jury was never told that the 
Smith Act does not denounce advocacy in the sense of preaching abstractly 
the forcible overthrow of the Government. We think that the trial court’s 
statement that the proscribed advocacy must include the “urging,” “neces- 
sity” and “duty” of forcible overthrow, and not merely its “desirability” and 
“propriety,” may not be regarded as a sufficient substitute for charging that 
the Smith Act reaches only advocacy of action for the overthrow of Govern- 
ment by force and violence. The essential distinction is that those to whom 
the advocacy is addressed must Ic urged to do something, now or in the 
future, rather than merely to believe in something. At best the expressions 
used by the trial court were equivocal, since in the absence of any instructions 
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differentiating advocacy of abstract doctrine from advocacy of action, they 
were as consistent with the former as they were with the latter. Nor do wc 
regard their ambiguity as lessened by what the trial court had to say as to 
the right of the defendants to announce their beliefs as to the inevitability of 
violent revolution, or to advocate other unpopular opinions. Especially when 
it is unmistakable that the court did not consider the urging of action for 
forcible overthrow as being a necessary element of the proscribed advocacy, 
but rather considered the crucial question to be whether the advocacy was 
uttered with a specific intent to accomplish such overthrow, we would not 
be warranted in assuming that the jury drew from these instructions more 
than the court itself intended them to convey. 

Nor can wc accept the Government’s argument that the District Court 
was justified in not charging more than it did because the refused instruc- 
tions proposed by both sides specified that the advocacy must be of a char- 
acter reasonably calculated to “incite” to forcible overthrow, a term which, it 
is now argued, might have conveyed to the jury an implication that the ad- 
vocacy must be of immediate action. Granting that some qualification of the 
proposed instructions would have been permissible to dispel such an impli- 
cation, and that it was not necessary even that the trial court should have 
employed the particular term “incite,” it was nevertheless incumbent on the 
court to make clear in some fashion that the advocacy must be of action and 
not merely abstract doctrine. The instructions given not only do not employ 
the word “incite,” but also avoid the use of such terms and phrases as “action,” 
“call for action,” “as a rule or principle of action” and so on, all of which were 
offered in one form or another by both petitioners and the Government. 

What we find lacking in the instructions here is illustrated by contrasting 
them with the instructions given to the Dennis jury, upon which this court’s 
sustaining of the convictions in that case was bottomed. There the trial court 
charged : 

“In further construction and interpretation of the statute (the Smith Act) 
I charge you that it is not the abstract doctrine of overthrowing or destroying 
organized government by unlawful means which is denounced by this law, 
but the teaching and advocacy of action for the accomplishment of that pur- 
[)ose, by language reasonably and ordinarily calculated to incite persons to 
such action. Accordingly, you cannot find the defendants or any of them 
guilty of the crime charged unless you are satisfied beyond a reasonable doubt 
that they conspired ... to advocate and teach the duty and necessity of over- 
throwing or destroying the Government of the United States by force and 
violence, with the intent that such teaching and advocacy be of a rule or 
principle of action and by language reasonably and ordinarily calculated to 
incite persons to such action, all with the intent to cause the overthrow * * • 
as speedily as circumstances would permit.” 341 U. S. at 511-512. 

We recognize that distinctions between advocacy or teaching of abstract 
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doctrines, with evil intent, and that which is directed to stirring people to 
action, are often subtle and difficult to grasp, for in a broad sense, as Mr. 
Justice Holmes said in his dissenting opinion in Gitlow, Supra, at 673 : “Every 
idea is an incitement.** But the very subtlety of these distinctions required 
the most clear and explicit instructions with reference to them, for they con- 
cerned an issue which went to the very heart of the charges against these 
petitioners. The need for precise and understandable instructions on this issue 
is further emphasized by the equivocal character of the evidence in this 
record, with which we deal in Part 888 of this opinion. Instances of speech 
that could be considered to amount to “advocacy of action*’ arc so few and 
far between as to be almost completely overshadowed by the hundreds of 
instances in the record in which overthrow, if mentioned at all, occurs in the 
course of doctrinal disputation so remote from action as to be almost wholly 
lacking in probative value. Vague references to “revolutionary** or “militant** 
action of an unspecified character, which arc found in the evidence, might in 
addition be given too great weight by the jury in the absence of more precise 
instructions. Particularly in light of this record, we must regard the trial 
court’s charge in this respect as furnishing wholly inadequate guidance to 
the jury on this central point in the case. We cannot allow a conviction to 
stand on such “an equivocal direction to the jury on a basic issue.” Bollen- 
bach v. United States, 326 U. S. 607, 613. 

Moreover, apart from the inadequacy of the evidence to show, at best, 
more than the abstract advocacy and teaching of forcible overthrow by the 
party, it is difficult to perceive how the requisite specific intent to accomplish 
such overthrow could be deemed proved by a showing of mere membership 
or the holding of office in the Communist party. 


MR. JUSTICE BLACK, With whom Mr. Justice Douglas 
joins, concurring in part and dissenting in part: 

I 

I would reverse every one of these convictions and direct that all the de- 
fendants be acquitted. In my judgment the statutory provisions on which 
these prosecutions arc based abridge freedom of speech, press and assembly 
in violation of the First Amendment to the United States Constitution. See 
my dissent and that of Mr. Justice Douglas in Dennis v. United States, 341 
U. S. 494, 579, 581. Also see my opinion in American Communications Asso- 
ciation V. E^uds, 339 U. S. 382, 445. 

The kind of trials conducted here are wholly dissimilar to normal criminal 
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trials. Ordinarily, these “Smith Act” trials are prolonged affairs lasting for 
months. In part this is attributable to the routine introduction in evidence of 
massive collections of books, tracts, pamphlets, newspapers and manifestoes 
discussing communism, socialism, capitalism, feudalism and governmental 
institutions in general, which, it is not tex) much to say, are turgid, diffuse, 
abstruse and just plain dull. Of course, no juror can or is expected to plow 
his way through this jungle of verbiage. The testimony of witnesses is com- 
paratively insignificant, (juilt or innocence may turn on what Marx or Engels 
or someone else wrote or advocated as much as kk) or more years ago. Elabo- 
rate, refined distinctions arc drawn between “communism,” “Marxism,” 
“Leninism,” “Trotskyism,” and “Stalinism.” When the propriety of ob- 
noxious or unorthodox views about government is in reality made the crucial 
issue, as it must be in cases of this kind, prejudice makes conviction inevitable 
e.xcept in the rarest circumstances. 


II 

Since tltc court proceeds on the assumption that the statutory provisions 
involvetl are valid, however, I feel free to express my views about the issues 
it considers. 

b'irst— -I agree with Part I of the court’s opinion that deals with the statu- 
tory term “organi/e” and holds that the organizing charge in the indictment 
was barred by the three-year statute of limitations. 

Second — 1 also agree with the court in so far as it holds that the trial judge 
erred in instructing that persons could be punished under the Smith Act for 
leacliing and ailvocating forceful overthrow as an abstiact principle. But, on 
the other hand, I cannot agree that the instruction which the court indicates 
it might approve is constitutional permissible. The court says that persons can 
be punished for advocating action to overthrow the Government by force 
anil violence, where those to whom the advocacy is addressed are urged “to 
do something, now or in the future, rather than merely to believe in some- 
thing.” Under the court’s approach, defendants could still be convicted simply 
for agreeing to talk as distinguished from agreeing to act. 1 believe that the 
First .\mcndmeni forbids C'ongress to punish j)Coplc for talking about public 
affair.s, whether or not such di.scussion incites to action, legal or illegal. See 
Meiklejohn, Free Speech and Its Relation to Self-Government. Cf. Chafee, 
Ikxik Review, 62 Harv. L. Rev. 891. As the Virginia Assembly said in 1785, 
in Its “Statute for religious liberty,” written by Thomas Jefferson, “it is time 
enough for the rightful purposes of civil government for its officers to in- 
terfere when principles break out into overt acts against peace and good 
order • • •.” Cf. Virginia Electric & P. Co. v. Labor Board, 319 U. S. 533, 
539; Giboncy v. Empire Storage & Ice Co., 336 U. S. 490, 501-502. 
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The requirement of proof of an overt act in conspiracy cases is no mere 
formality particularly in prosecutions like these which in many respects are 
akin to trials for treason. Article III, Section 3, of the (Constitution provides 
that “no person shall be convicted of treason unless on the testimony of two 
witnesses to the same overt act, or on confession in open court.” One of the, 
objects of this provision was to keep people from being convicted of disloyalty 
to Government during periods of excitement when passions and prejudices 
ran high, merely because they expressed “unacceptable” views. Sec Cramer v. 
United States, 325 U. S. i, 48. The same reasons that make proof of overt acts 
so important in treason cases apply here. The only overt act which is now 
charged against these defendants is that they went to a constitutionally pro- 
tected public assembly where they took part in lawful discussion of public 
questions, and where neither they nor anyone else advocated or suggested 
overthrow of the United States Government. Many years ago this court said 
that “the very idea of a Government, Republican in form, implies a right on 
the part of its citizens to meet peaceably for consultation in respect to public 
affairs and to petition for a redress of grievances.” United States v. Cruik- 
shank, 92 U. S. 542, 552. And see De le Jonge v. Oregon, 299 U. S. 353, 364- 
365. In my judgment defendants’ attendance at these public meetings cannot 
be viewed as an oven act to effectuate the object of the conspiracy charged. 

In essence, petitioners were tried upon the charge that they believe in and 
want to foist upon this country a different and to us a despicable form of 
authoritarian government in which voices criticizing the existing order are 
summarily silenced. I fear that the present type of prosecutions are more in 
line with the philosophy of authoritarian government than with that ex- 
pressed by our First Amendment. 

Doubtlessly, dictators have to stamp out causes and beliefs which they 
deem subversive to their evil regimes. But governmental suppression of causes 
and beliefs seems to me to be the very antithesis of what our Constitution 
stands for. The choice expressed in the First Amendment in favor of free 
expression was made against a turbulent background by men such as Jef- 
ferson, Madison, and Mason— men who believed that loyalty to the provisions 
of this amendment was the best way to assure a long life for this new nation 
and its government. Unless there is complete freedom for expression of all 
ideas, whether we like them or not, concerning the way government should 
be run and who shall run it, I doubt if any views in the long run can be 
secured against the censor. The First Amendment provides the only kind of 
security system that can preserve a free government — one that leaves the way 
wide open for people to favor, discuss, advocate, or incite causes and doctrines 
however obnoxious and antagonistic such views may be to the rest of us. 



Chapter V 


LIBERTY AND EQUALITY 


Solutions of historical problems arc never final, be- 
cause as long as the world persists in imperfection, the very solution creates 
new problems. Out-and-rmters, like absolute pacifists, anarchists, religious 
fanatics, uncompromising believers in vegetarianism, nudism, and other 
radical approaches to man’s material and spiritual woes, arc to be envied 
for the peace of mind which they derive from their faith that a single formula 
will solve complex issues for all time. There are those naive enough to think 
that, once the means of production were nationalized, crime (a typical prod- 
uct of capitalist injustice) would disappear, even the crime passionel. Come 
the revolution — and men will become angels, or something very close to it. 
Yet all historical experience shows that problems arc the product, not only of 
unsolved troubles, but also of apparently solved ones. As we can glimpse only 
a part of the truth in any given situation, we can never quite catch up with 
our failures. 

The second half of the eighteenth century was one of the few brief spells 
when men thought they had found the key to heaven. The architects of the 
popular revolutions in England, America, and France could be well satisfied 
with their accomplishments. The old, prerevolutionary order was defeated, 
never to return to life again in those nations. Absolute monarchy — the devil 
of the drama— was extirpated altogether, or else reduced to harmless social 
decoration. The old ruling classes had to concede first place to the rising new 
mifldle and commercial classes. Liberty! Who could deny that freedom was 
firmly established for all time, when the people were governing themselves 
in freely elected assemblies, without privileges of caste or creed? 

The first major democracy in the modern world is that of the United States. 
Only after its firm establishment and patent success could democracy be 
discussed as a matter of practice and experience rather than of theory and 
speculation. The political writer in the nineteenth century first to perceive 
that democracy was the “irresistible” new form of society and government 
and that the United States was the world’s most important experiment in free 
government was an aristocratic Frenchman, Alexis de Tocqueville. His most 
famous book, an enduring contribution to political thought, is his Democracy 
in America (1835-1840). It is generally conceded to be the most illuminating 
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work on the United States written by a foreign observer, and it would be 
difficult to find a work of similar depth and penetration written by an Ameri- 
can on his own country. Nothing struck Tocqueville more forcibly, as he put 
it, than “the general equality of condition” in American life. 

The difficulty of reconciling individuality and liberty with equality is the 
central theme of Democracy in America. In particular, Tocqueville saw that 
the threat to liberty is potentially more real in a democracy than in a mon- 
archy or aristocracy: “The authority of a king is purely physical, and it con- 
trols the actions of the subject without «“ubduing his private will; but the 
majority possesses a power which is physical and moral at the same time; it 
acts upon the will as well as upon the actions of men, and it represses not 
only all contest, but all controversy.” Tocqueville also saw that democratic 
despotism would work differently from the older forms of tyranny : “It would 
be more extensive and more mild; it would degrade men without tormenting 
them.” Whereas persecution of unorthodox views in authoritarian regimes 
is open, because it has to rely on the physical force of the police and the 
prison, the power of public opinion in a democracy exercises a “quiet and 
gentle” kind of terror and intimidation that may not be easily detected. Yet 
even if detected, such conformist pressure in a democracy cannot be readily 
resisted. When a person is persecuted by an authoritarian government for his 
nonconformist views, he can find moral shelter and comfort in the public 
opinion of his own people. Yet if the same person of nonconformist views in 
a democracy is condemned and censored by public opinion, he is left with 
nothing to fall back on save his own conscience. This spiritual loneliness may 
be accentuated by material losses through the denial of jobs and other eco- 
nomic opportunities. If the tyrannical tendencies inherent in powerful ma- 
jorities were allowed to operate without check, Tocqueville somberly pre- 
dicted, democratic nations would become “nothing better than a flock of 
timid and industrious animals, of which the government is the shepherd.” 

Periodic campaigns against unorthodoxy in American history have partly 
confirmed Tocqueville’s warnings. In the nineteen fifties, McCarthyism was 
a telling illustration of Tocqucville’s thesis. What was of deep concern dur- 
ing that era was not only the conduct of Senator McCarthy, but even more 
the fact that large segments of the American public (at times even the ma- 
jority according to public opinion polls) approved of his flagrant disregard 
of elementary principles of individual liberty and political fair play. 

Just as democracy has not solved the problem of liberty once and for all, 
but has merely opened up new opportunities for successful solutions, the 
problem of equality, too, can hardly be said to have been fully settled. In the 
United States, the problem of racial equality was first to test the meaning of 
equality to millions of American . itizens. On June 26, 1857, Lincoln made an 
address in Springfield, Illinois, in which he discussed some of the implications 
of the Dred Scott decision of the Supreme Court, which held that Negroes 
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could not sue in United States courts, and that Congress could not prohibit 
slavery in the territories. Lincoln stressed the fact that equality does not mean 
identity; equality must be understood, not as describing a condition that is, 
but as postulating a condition that ought to exist, a right. Of such rights, life, 
liberty, and the pursuit of happiness were singled out by the authors of the 
Declaration of Independence. 

As the optimistic eighteenth century was followed by the more sceptical 
nineteenth century, the problems created by the newly won liberties became 
increasingly manifest. As often happens when freedom is unregulated by a 
sense of social responsibility, crass inequality, especially of wealth and in- 
come, was the direct result. More and more, freedom meant the opportunity 
to enrich oneself— at the expense of one’s own health and ethical standards, 
and even more so at the expense of one’s employees, and of the community 
as a whole. To many, political liberty appeared as a device of social and eco- 
nomic inequality. Those who had hoped that political freedom, enjoyed by 
all, would aiii(»matically lead to genuine equality, were alarmed by the grow- 
ing ine(|iialiiies, based mainly on dilTerences of property, among citizens 
forinally equal before the law. In its majestic respect for the ideal of equality, 
the law forbids, as Anatole France once put it, the rich as well as the poor to 
.steal bread and .sleep under bridges. 

n'hc relations between lilierty and equality, the conditions under which 
both ideas can be transformed frrim empty abstractions into living reality, 
are examined in Sidney and Beatrice Wc’ob’s The Decay of Capitalist Civili- 
zation (iq2^). Few partnerships have left their imprint on modern social 
thought aiid action as has that of Sidney and Beatrice Webb. Their name is 
best known in connection with the Fabian Society, founded in 1884. Sidney 
Webb was one of the first members, joining it in its first year; after his 
marriage to Beatrice in 1S92, “the Webbs” became a household word in 
Fnglish life. Their pioneering studies on poor law, trade unionism, and local 
government, were the intellectual mainsprings of a movement of reform 
such as I'.ngland had not witnessed since the early nineteenth century. 
Under the primaiy influence of the Webbs, Fabianism successfully avoided 
the double pitfall of small political groups (the Fabian membership never 
exceeded a few thousand) : uncompromising dogmatism, or excessive ex- 
pediency. Although limited in numbers, Fabianism was by no means a small 
coterie of idt)l wtirshipers attached to Sidney and Beatrice Webb. In the 1945 
parliamentary elections, resulting in a Labor victory, 229 out of 394 Labor 
members belonged to the Fabian Society: in the Government the proportion 
was even higher, 45 out of 62. 

Another institution which owes its c.xistence and reputation more to the 
Webbs than to anyone else is the London School of Economics and Political 
Science. Its Inundation in 1895 was the effort of several men and women, but 
the Webbs were more identified with it than any other name. Sidney Webb 
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saw the school through its first difficult years, from finding financial support 
to doing the daily chores of detail administration. The school started out 
with eight students, and in forty years rose to over three thousand. Lord 
(then Sir William) Beveridge was one of its directors, and its faculty has 
included enough creative scholars to earn for it a unique reputation in the 
world. In the Labor government which came into office in 1945, the Prime 
Minister, Mr. Attlee, the Chancellor of the Exchequer, Mr. Dalton, and sev- 
eral other members, were former teachers of the school. The number of 
graduates of the school, both in Parliament and in the Labor government, 
is legion. 

Among all the works bequeathed to England by the Webbs, none are 
a greater tribute to their genius, brought to full fruition by indefatigable 
industry, than the Fabian Society and the London School of Economics and 
Political Science. The Webbs believed in reason rather than in deceit, in facts 
rather than in propaganda, in peaceful evolution rather than in revolutionary 
catastrophes. If the England they left behind was a happier one than the one 
they knew in their youth, the change was due to them as much as to anyone 
of their generation. 

The problem of liberty and equality is increasingly manifesting itself in 
modern democracies in the issue of the expert versus the citizen. As our 
modern industrial society becomes more complex and dependent on special- 
ized knowledge and skills, there is the temptation to give the expert a position 
and an authority which are not easily compatible with the basic principles of 
democracy. The wresting of military control from the experts, the military, 
was one of the great achievements of Parliament in England, and involved 
the cost of a civil war. In the United States, the expert (especially the success- 
ful businessman) has held greater sway than in England, and this difference 
is apparent in a first glance at both countries — it pervades the structure of 
politics at the top (selection of ministers) as well as at the bottom (entrance 
examinations for the civil service). 

The problem of the expert becomes particularly acute in the complex 
modern world, and the plain man, the charge runs, “is simply obsolete in 
a world he has never been trained to understand.” However, the citizen can- 
not be relieved of his duty of judgment, after all the relevant facts have been 
brought to his attention. The expert can supply the citizen and ruler with the 
raw materials that may enter the final decision, but he cannot think for the 
citizen or ruler. Without utilizing the expertise of the specialist, a democ- 
racy may suffer from ignorance. By allowing experts (military, bureaucratic, 
propagandistic, or economic) to run society, democracy may soon find itself 
transformed into an arrogant tyranny. Opposed to this democratic conception 
of the place of the expert is the idea of Frederick Engels, e.g., v/ho expresses 
the typically Marxist illusion that in the classless socialist society domination 
of man over man would be replaced by “administration of things.” In such a 
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Utopian world, when all political problems — who tells whom what to do 
will be eliminated, the expert will have a field day. In the Soviet Union, in 
the meantime, administrative problems have been raised to political ones, 
instead of the latter’s being demoted to the lower status of the former. 

The problem of knowledge as distinct from wisdom is examined by A. D. 
Lindsay in his Modern Democratic State (1943)- In typically British fashion, 
Lindsay is little infatuated with the experts. They “do not like being told that 
the shoes they so beautifully make do not fit. They are apt to blame it on the 
distorted and misshapen toes of the people who have to wear their shoes.” 
However, Lindsay warns against the argument that “ordinary plain people 
have a certain wisdom which is denied to the expert,” because “an expert is 
not necessarily a f(X)l.” And he stresses the idea that the expert is a special- 
ist: “that what is wanted for conduct is all-round experience of people and 
things.” Those who believe that, because specialized knowledge may lead to 
narrowness, no knowledge will produce breadth of view, are reminded by 
Lindsay that “sound judgment” or “common sense” are not the “products of 
ignorance.” Summing up the process through which a person develops 
wisdom, Lindsay concludes as follows: “Knowledge of the common life and 
its possibilities; understanding of the things which produce in it bitterness 
and thwart men’s activities are the wisdom most wanted for politics.” 

Lindsay draws special attention to the fact that, in a country like Britain 
(or the United States), modern industrialism has robbed many people of 
their independence and condemned them to “specialized and narrow lives.” 
The great danger of modern society is that of being turned by totalitarian 
propagandists and manipulators into a crowd, mass, or mob. The antidote to 
this challenge has been supplied, according to Lindsay, by industrialism itself 
in the form of the working-class movement. “If we consider what gives that 
movement its vitality, we see that it creates innumerable centres of discus- 
sion.” Just as totalitarianism depends on the suppression of free discussion, 
“the key to democracy is the potency of discussion. A good discussion can 
draw out wisdom which is attainable in no other way.” This may explain 
why the suppression of a free working-class movement has always been a 
top priority on the agenda of Fascist and Communist regimes. The latter, 
in particular, have transformed free labor unions into tools of enslavement 
as soon as communism takes over. 

Yet even after the problem of social and economic equality has been 
brought nearer a satisfactory solution in the contemporary society of relative 
atfluence and well-being, the issue of racial equality— clearly understood by 
Lincoln as one of the crucial tests of American history — has emerged as one 
of the dominant issues of our time. World War II was unleashed in 1939 by 
Germany in the name of racialist doctrines. Killing more people and causing 
more physical and moral damage than any previous war in history. World 
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War II opened the eyes of many who had previously been unaware of the 
possible results of a doctrine of human inequality based on racial prejudice. 
After the war, two factors in world politics further accelerated a reappraisal 
of racial inequality in the United States. First, the United States found itself, 
without consciously seeking the position, the undisputed leader of the free 
world, the only major hindrance to the spread of communist aggression and 
expansion throughout the world. Propaganda became a chief weapon in the 
conflict for the minds of men everywhere, and communist propaganda re- 
lentlessly exploited the theme of racial inequality in the United States, charg- 
ing the United States with hypocritically preaching derr.ocracy abroad while 
practicing racism at home. Secondly, after World War II, as the British, 
French, Dutch, and Belgian empires in Asia and Africa gradually dissolved 
into new independent states, racial inequality became a factor of international 
importance. The peoples of the newly independent states in Asia and Africa 
are generally neither committed to the alliance led by the Soviet Union nor 
to that led by the United States. The United States may wish to win over the 
new Asian and African states (many of them non-white) into a system of 
firm military and diplomatic alliances. Whether it would be successful in this 
endeavor or, indeed, whether it should even make the endeavor are matters 
of debate. But, in any case, it must try to convince them that it is morally fit 
to lead the free nations outside of the communist orbit. To do this, our 
nation has had to develop new awareness that, like charity, equality, too, 
begins at home. 

In the United States, this movement of forces toward human equality 
found its most dramatic expression in the public school segregation cases 
decided by the Supreme Court on May 17, 1954. These cases dealt with 
specific situations in Kansas, South Carolina, Virginia, Delaware, and the 
District of Columbia, but the decisions affected the whole section of the 
United States in which segregation was required by law (seventeen states 
and the District of Columbia) or permitted by law (four states), a total area 
containing 40 per cent of the children enrolled in American public schools. 
The constitutional issue involved the “equal protection” clause of the Four- 
teenth Amendment, under which no state shall “deny to any person within 
its jurisdiction the equal protection of the laws.” The states practicing segre- 
gation in public schools argued that the Supreme Court should adhere to its 
own “separate but equal” doctrine of Plessy v Ferguson (1896), under which 
the separation of white and colored persons in public facilities (such as trans- 
portation or education) was held not to be a violation of the “equal protec- 
tion” clause of the Fourteenth Amendment so long as the separate facilities 
were of equal quality. 

Speaking for a unanimous Court, Chief Justice Warren summarized the 
issue in a brief question, and followed with an even briefer ansv/er: “Docs 
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segregation of children in public schools solely on the basis of race, even 
though the physical facilities and other ‘tangible’ factors may be equal, de- 
prive the children of the minority group of equal educational opportunities? 
We believe that it does*’ {Brown v. Topef^a, 1954). “We conclude,” the Chief 
Justice v\'ent on, “that in the field of public education the doctrine of ‘separate 
but e(]uar has no place. Separate educational facilities are inherently un- 
equal.” In the case that came from the District of Columbia, the equal pro- 
tection clause of the Fourteenth Amendment was not applicable, since that 
Amendment refers only to states, and the District of Columbia is not a state. 
I'he C^oLirt applied here tlie Fifth Amendment, under which no person may 
he deprived of his liberty without due process: “Although the Court has not 
assumed to define ‘liberty’ with any great precision, that term is not confined 
to mere freedom from bodily restraint. Liberty under law extends to the full 
range of conduct which the individual is free to pursue, and it cannot be 
restricted except for a proper governmental objective. Segregation in public 
education is not reasonably related to any proper governmental objective, and 
thus it imposes on Negro children of the District of Columbia a burden that 
constitutes an arbitrary deprivation of their liberty in violation of the Due 
Process C'lause” {Bolling v. Sharpe, 1954). 

In sum, the Supreme Court thus held that segregation of children in public 
schools according to color violates the principles both of equality and of 
liberty. I'he strong conviction of the Court in this matter was emphasized 
by two facts. First, the decision in Brown v. Topeka (and related cases) was 
unanimous; second, although the decision is one of the most important in 
the whole history of the ('ourt, it is exceptionally brief- as if to imply that 
the issue is so clear in principle that there is not much to argue about. No one 
assumed on May 17, 1954, segregation in public schools would end on 
May iS, 1954; ^^ny years of intense struggle, controversy, and accom- 

modation lie ahead before segregation will have substantially decreased. Yet 
since May 17, 1954, legal authority and moral weight of government in 
the United States are formally committed to the advancement of racial 
equality. As has happened so often in the history of the Supreme Court, the 
dissenter of yesterday becomes the voice of the majority of today: in Plessy v. 
Ferguson (i.V>), establishing the “separate but equal” doctrine, there was a 
lone dissenting opinion by Mr. Justice Harlan that fully anticipated the view 
of the unanimous Court in Brown v. Topeka in 1954. Constitution,” 
Mr. justice Harlan said in his dissenting opinion in Plessy v. Ferguson, “is 
color-bhiul, and neither knows nor tolerates classes among citizens. In respect 
of civil rights, all citi/cns are equal before the law. The humblest is the peer 
ot the most powerful.” 
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ALEXIS DE TOCQUEVILLE 


1. The Dilemma of Liberty and Equality in Democracy* 


I. TYRANNY OF THE MAJORITY 

I hold it to be an impious and an execrable maxim that, politically speak- 
ing, a people has a right to do whatsoever it pleases; and yet I have asserted 
that all authority originates in the will of the majority. Am I, then, in contra- 
diction with myself.? 

A general law — which bears the name of Justice — has been made and sanc- 
tioned, not only by a majority of this or that people, but by a majority of 
mankind. The rights of every people are consequently confined within the 
limits of what is just. A nation may be considered in the light of a jury which 
is empowered to represent society at large, and to apply the great and general 
law of Justice. Ought such a jury, which represents society, to have more 
power than the society in which the laws it applies originate? 

When I refuse to obey an unjust law, I do not contest the right which the 
majority has of commanding, but 1 simply appeal from the sovereignty of 
the people to the sovereignty of mankind. It has been asserted that a people 
can never entirely outstep the boundaries of justice and of reason in those 
affairs which are more peculiarly its own; and that consequently full power 
may fearlessly be given to the majority by which it is represented. But this 
language is that of a slave. 

A majority taken collectively may be regarded as a being whose opinions, 
and most frequently whose interests, are opposed to those of another being, 
which is styled a minority. If it be admitted that a man, possessing absolute 
power, may misuse that power by wronging his adversaries, why should a 
majority not be liable to the same reproach ? Men are not apt to change their 
characters by agglomeration; nor does their patience in the presence of ob- 
stacles increase with the consciousness of their strength.' And for these 

• From Alexis dc Tocqucvillc, Democracy in America (i835'i840; trans. Henry Reeves, 1835- 
1840). 

’ No one will assert that a people cannof iorcibl> wrong another people; but parties may be 
looked upon as lesser nations within a greater one, and they are aliens to each other: if there- 
fore it be admitted that a nation can act tyrannically towards another nation, it cannot be denied 
that a party may do the same towards another party. 
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reasons I can never willingly invest any number of my fellow-creatures with 
that unlimited authority which I should refuse to any one of them. 

1 do not think that it is possible to combine several principles in the same 
government, so as at the same time to maintain freedom, and really to oppose 
them to one another. The form of government which is usually termed mixed 
has always appeared to me to he a mere chimera. Accurately speaking there 
is no such thing as a mixed government (with the meaning usually given to 
that word), because in all communities some one principle of action may be 
discovered, which preponderates over the others. England in the last century, 
which has been more especially cited as an example of this form of govern- 
ment, was in point of fact an essentially aristocratic state, although it com- 
prised very powerful elements of democracy: for the laws and customs of the 
country were such, that the aristocracy C()uld not but preponderate in the 
end, and subject the direction of public affairs to its own will. The error arose 
from too much attention being paid to the actual struggle which was going 
on between the nobles and the people, without considering the probable issue 
of the contest, which was in reality the important point. When a community 
really has a mixed government, that is to say, when it is equally divided be- 
tween two adverse principles, it must either pass through a revolution, or fall 
into complete dissolution. 

I am therefore of opinion that some one social power must always be made 
to predominate over the others; but I think that liberty is endangered when 
this power is checked by no obstacles which may retard its course, and force 
it to moderate its own vehemence. 

Unlimited power is in itself a bad and dangerous thing; human beings arc 
not competent to exercise it with discretion; and God alone can be omnipo- 
tent, because his wisdom and his justice arc always equal to his power. 
But no power upon earth is so worthy of honor for itself, or of reverential 
obedience to the rights which it rcprcscnisi, that I would consent to admit Its 
uncontrolled and all-predominant authority. When I see that the tight and 
the means of absolute command are conferred on a people or upon a king, 
upon an aristocracy or a democracy, a monarchy or a republic, 1 recognize 
the germ of tyranny, and 1 journey onwards to a land of more hopeful 
institutions. 

In my opinion the main evil of the present democratic institutions of the 
United States docs not arise, as is often asserted in Europe, from their weak- 
ness, but from their overpowering strength; and I am not so much alarmed 
at the excessive liberty which reigns in that country, as at the very inadequate 
securities which exist against tyranny. 

When an individual or a party is wronged in the United States, to whom 
can he apply for redress? If to public opinion, public opinion constitutes the 
majority; if to the legislature, it represents the majority, and implicitly obeys 
its injunctions; if to the executive power, it is appointed by the majority and 
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remains a passive tool in its hands; the public troops consist of the majority 
under arms; the jury is the majority invested with the right of hearing judi- 
cial cases; and in certain States even the judges are elected by the majority. 
However iniquitous or absurd the evil of which you complain may be, you 
must submit to it as well as you can.“ 

If, on the other hand, a legislative power could be so constituted as to . 
represent the majority without necessarily being the slave of its passions; an 
executive, so as to retain a certain degree of uncontrolled authority; and a 
judiciary, so as to remain independent of the two other powers; a government 
would be formed which would still be democratic, without incurring any 
risk of tyrannical abuse. 

I do not say that tyrannical abuses frequently occur in America at the 
present day; but I maintain that no sure barrier is established against them, 
and that the causes which mitigate the government are to be found in the 
circumstances and the manners of the country more than in its laws. 

* A striking instance of the excesses which may be occasioned by the despiJtism of the majority 
occurred at Baltimore in the year i8ia. At that time the war was very pop'ilar in Baltimore. 
A journal which had taken the other side of the question excited the indignation of the in- 
habitanu by its opposition. The populace assembled, btoke the printing presses, and attacked the 
houses of the newspaper editors. The militia was called out, but no one obeyed the call; and 
the only means of saving the poor wretches who were thr'‘atencd by the frenzy of the mob, 
was to throw them into prison as common malefactors. But even this precaution was ineffectual; 
the mob collected again during tiic night; the magistrates again made a vain attempt to call out 
the militia; the prison was forced, one of the newspaper editors was killed upon the spot, and 
the others were left for dead*, the guilty parties were acquitted by the jury when they were 
brought to trial. 

I said one day to an inhabitant of Pennsylvania, “Be so good as to explain to me how it hap- 
pens, th.it in a State founded by Quakers, and celebrated for its toleration, freed Blacks arc not 
allowed to exercise civil rights. They pay the taxes: is it not fair that they should have a vote?” 

“You insult us,” replied my informant, “if you imagine that our legislators could have com- 
mitted so gross an act of injustice and intolerance.” 

"What, then, the Blacks possess the right of voting in this country?” 

“Without the slightest doubt.” 

“How comes it, then, that at the polling-booth this morning I did not perceive a single Negro 
in the whole meeting?” 

“This is not the fault of the law; the Negroes have an undisputed right of voting: but they 
voluntarily abstain from making their appearance." 

“A very pretty piece of modesty on their parts!” rejoined I. 

“Why, the truth is, that they are not disinclined to vote, but they are afraid of being mal- 
treated; in this country the law is sometimes unable to maintain its authority without the sup- 
port of the majority. But in this case the majority entertains very strong prejudices against the 
Blacks, and the magistrates arc unable to protect them m the exercise of their legal privileges,” 
“What, then, the majority claims the right not only of making the laws, but of breaking the 
laws it has made?” 
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2. POWER OF THE MAJORITY OVER PUBLIC OPINION 

It is in the examination of the display of public opinion in the United 
Stales, that wc clearly perceive how far the power of the majority surpasses 
all the powers with which we are acquainted in Europe. Intellectual prin- 
ciples exercise an influence which is so invisible and often so inappreciable, 
that they hafllc the toils of oppression. At the present time the most absolute 
monarchs in Europe arc unable to prevent certain notions, which are opposed 
to their authority, from circulating in secret throughout their dominions, and 
even in their ctiurts. Such is not the case in America; as long as the major- 
ity is still undctitlcd, discussion is carried on; but as soon as its decision is 
irrevocably jironounccd, a submissive silence is observed; and the friends, as 
well as the opprincnts of the measure, unite in assenting to its propriety. The 
reason ot this is perfectly clear: no monarch is so absolute as to combine all 
the j)(»wers of society in his own hands, and to conquer all opposition, with 
the energy of a majority, which is invested with the right of making and of 
executing the laws. 

'riu* aiithoriiy of a king is purely physical, and it controls the actions of the 
subject wiihout subduing his private will; but the majority possesses a power 
whith IS physical and moral at the same time; it acts upon the will as well 
as upon tlic actions of men, and it represses not only all contest, but all 
controversy. 

I know no country in which there is so little true independence of mind 
and freedom of discussion as in America. In any constitutional state in Europe 
every sort of religious and political theory may be advocated and propagated 
abroad; foi there is no country in Europe so subdued by any single authority, 
as n«)i to contain cili/.ens who are ready to protect the man who rai.ses his 
voice in the cause of truth, trorn the consequences of his hardihood. If he is 
unfoitunaie enough to live umler an absolute government, the people is upon 
his side; if he inhabits a free country, he may find a shelter behind the au- 
thority of the thione, if he require one. The aristocratic part of siKiety sup- 
ports him in some counirie.s, and the democracy in others. But in a nation 
where demociaiic institutions exist, organized like those of the United States, 
there is hut *)ne sole authority, one single element of strength and of success, 
w'ith nothing Ireyond it. 

In America, the majority raises very formidable barriers to the liberty of 
opinion: within these barriers an author may WTite whatever he plea.scs, but 
he will repent it il he ever step licyond them. Not that he is exposed to the 
terrors ol an auto-da fc\ but he is tormented by the slights and persecutions 
of daily obloc|uy. His political career is closed for ever, since he has offended 
the only authority which is able to promote his success. Every sort of com- 
pensation, even that of celebrity, is refused to him. Before he published his 
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opinions, he imagined that he held them in common with many others; but 
no sooner has he declared them openly than he is loudly censured by his 
overbearing opponents, whilst those who think, without having the courage 
to speak, like him, abandon him in silence. He yields at length, oppressed by 
the daily efforts he has been making, and he subsides into silence as if he was 
tormented by remorse for having spoken the truth. 

Fetters and headsmen were the coarse instruments which tyranny formerly 
employed; but the civilization of our age has refined the arts of ^ despotism, 
which seemed however to have been sufficiently perfected before. The ex- 
cesses of monarchical power had devised a variety of physical means of op- 
pression; the democratic republics of the present day have rendered it as 
entirely an affair of the mind, as that will which it is intended to coerce. 
Under the absolute sway of an individual despot, the body was attacked in 
order to subdue the soul; and the soul escaped the blows which were directed 
against it, and rose superior to the attempt; but such is not the course adopted 
by tyranny in democratic republics; there the body is left free, and the soul 
is enslaved. The sovereign can no longer say, “You shall think as I do on 
pain of death”: but he says, “You are free to think differently from me, and 
to retain your life, your property, and all that you possess; but if such be your 
determination, you are henceforth an alien among your people. You may 
retain your civil rights, but they will be useless to you, for you will never be 
chosen by your fellow-citizens, if you solicit their suffrages; and they will 
affect to scorn you, if you solicit their esteem. You will remain among men, 
but you will be deprived of the rights of mankind. Your fellow-creatures will 
shun you like an impure being; and those who are mo.st persuaded of your 
innocence will abandon you too, lest they should be shunned in their turn. 
Go in peace! I have given you your life, but it is an existence incomparably 
worse than death.” 

Absolute monarchies have thrown an odium upon despotism; let us beware 
lest democratic republics should restore oppression, and should render it less 
odious and less degrading in the eyes of the many, by making it still more 
onerous to the few. 

Works have been published in the proudest nations of the Old World, 
expressly intended to censure the vices and deride the follies of the time: 
Labruyere inhabited the palace of Louis XIV when he composed his chapter 
upon the Great, and Moliere criticized the courtiers in the very pieces which 
were acted before the Court. But th/* "uling power in the United States is not 
to be made game of; the smallest reproach irritates its sensibility, and the 
slightest joke which has any foundation in truth renders it indignant; from 
the style of its language to the more solid virtues of its character, everything 
must be made the subject of encomium. No writer, whatever be his eminence, 
can escape from this tribute or adulation to his fellow-citizens. The majority 
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lives in the perpetual practice of self-applause; and there arc certain truths 
which the Americans can only learn from strangers or from experience. 

If great writers have not at present existed in America, the reason is very 
simply given in these facts; there can be no literary genius without freedom 
of opinion, and freedom of opinion does not exist in America. The Inquisi- 
tion has never been able to prevent a vast number of antireligious books from 
circulating in Spain. 'The empire of the majority succeeds much better in the 
United States, since it actually removes the wish of publishing them. Un- 
believers arc to be met with in America, but, to say the truth, there is no 
public organ of infidelity. Attempts have been made by some governments to 
protect the morality of nations by prohibiting licentious books. In the United 
Slates no one is punished for this sort of works, but no one is induced to 
vvrue them; not because all the citizens are immaculate in their manners, but 
because the majority of the community is decent and orderly. 

In these cases the advantages derived from the exercise of this power are 
iinijucsiionahle; and I am simply fliscu.ssing the nature of the power itself, 
d his irrcsisultle authority is a constant fact, and its judicial exercise is an 
accidental occi>rrencc. 


5. WHY DKMOCR.VTIC NATIONS LOVE EQUALITY 
MORE THAN LIBERTY 

1 lie liist and most intense passion which is engendered by the equality of 
(.onditions is, I need liaidly say, the love of that .same equality. My readers 
uill thereloie not be surprised that I speak of it before all others. 

I'.veiybody has remarked, that in our time, and especially in France, this 
passion for equality is every day gaining ground in the human heart. It has 
been said a hundred limes that our contemporaries are far more ardently 
and tenaciously airached to equality ih.an to freedom; but, as 1 do not find 
that the causes ol the taa h.ivc been sulficiently analyzed, I shall endeavour 
to point them out. 

It is possible to imagine an extreme point at which freedom and equality 
wtnild meet aiul be confounded together. Let us suppose that all the mem- 
beis ol the community lake a part in the government, and that each one of 
them has an equal right to take a part in it. As none is different from his 
fellows, none can exercise a tyrannical power: men will be perfectly free, 
liecause they will all be entirely equal; and they will all be perfectly ecjual, 
because they will be entirely free. To this ideal state democratic nations 
tend. Such is the completest form that equality can assume upon earth- but 
there are a thousand others which, without being equally perfect, arc not 
less cherished by those nations. 
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The principk of equality may be established in civil society, without pre- 
vailing in the political world. Equal rights may exist of indulging in the 
same pleasures, of entering the same professions, of frequenting the same 
places—in a word, of living in the same manner and seeking wealth by the 
same means, although all men do not take an equal share in the government. 

A kind of equality may even be established in the political world, though 
there should be no political freedom there. A man may be the equal of all 
his countrymen save one, who is the master of all without distinction, and 
who selects equally from among them all the agents of his power. 

Several other combinations might be easily imagined, by which very great 
equality would be united to institutions more or less free, or even to institu- 
tions wholly without freedom. 

Although men cannot become absolutely equal unless they be entirely free, 
and consequently equality, pushed to its furthest extent, may be confounded 
with freedom, yet there is good reason for distinguishing the one from the 
other. The taste which men have for liberty, and that which they feel for 
equality, are, in fact, two different things; and I am not afraid to add, that, 
among democratic nations, they are two unequal things. 

Upon close inspection, it will be seen that there is in every age some 
peculiar and preponderating fact with which all others are connected; this 
fact almost always gives birth to some pregnant idea or some ruling passion, 
which attracts to itself, and bears away in its course, all the feelings and 
opinions of the time: it is like a great stream, toward which each of the 
surrounding rivulets seems to flow. 

Freedom has appeared in the world at different times and under various 
forms; it has not been exclusively bound to any social condition, and it is 
not confined to democracies. Freedom cannot, therefore, form the distin- 
guishing characteristic of democratic ages. The peculiar and preponderating 
fact which marks those ages as its own is the equality of conditions; the 
ruling passion of men in those periods is the love of this equality. Ask not 
what singular charm the men of democratic ages find in being equal, or 
what special reasons they may have for clinging so tenaciously to equality 
rather than to the other advantages which society holds out to them : equality 
is the distinguishing characteristic of the age they live in; that, of itself, is 
enough to explain that they prefer it to all the rest. 

But independently of this reason there are several others, which will at all 
times habitually lead men to prefer equality to freedom. 

If a people could ever succeed in destroying, or even in diminishing, the 
equality which prevails in its own body, this could only be accomplished by 
long and laborious efforts. Its social condition must be modified, its laws 
abolished, its opinions superseded, its hibits changed, its manners corrupted. 
But political liberty is more easily lost; to neglect to hold it fast, is to allow 
it to escape. 
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Men therefore not only cling to equality because it is dear to them; they 
also adhere to it because they think it will last for ever. 

That political freedom may compromise in its excesses the tranquillity, the 
property, the lives of individuals, is obvious to the narrowest and most un- 
thinking minds. But, on the contrary, none but attentive and clear-sighted 
men perceive the perils with which equality threatens us, and they com- 
monly avoid pointing them out. They know that the calamities they ap- 
prehend are remote, and flatter themselves that they will only fall upon 
future generations, for which the present generation takes but little thought. 
The evils which freedom sometimes brings with it are immediate; they are 
ap])arent to all, and all are more or less alTccted by them. The evils which 
extreme equably may produce are slowly disclosed; they creep gradually into 
the social frame; they are only seen at intervals, and at the moment at which 
they become most violent, habit already causes them to be no longer felt. 

The advantages which freedom brings are only shown by length of time; 
and it is always easy to mistake the cause in which they originate. The ad- 
vantages of ctiualiiy are instantaneous, and they may constantly be traced 
from their source. 

Political liberty bestows exalted pleasures, from time to time, upon a 
certain number of citizens. Pquality every day confers a number of small 
enjoyments on every man. The charms of equality are every instant felt, and 
are within the reach of all: the noblest hearts are not insensible to them, 
and the most vulgar souls exult in them. The passion which equality en- 
genders must therefore be at once strong and general. Men cannot enjoy 
political liberty unpurchased by some .sacrifices, and they never obtain it 
without great exertions. But the pleasures of ecjuality arc self-proffered: each 
of the petty incidents of life seems to occasion them, and in order to taste 
them nothing is retpjired but to live. 

Democratic nations arc at all limes fond of equality, but there are certain 
ciK)chs at which the passion they entertain for it swells to the height of fury. 
This occurs at the moment when the old social system, long menaced, com- 
pletes its own destruction after a last intestine struggle, and when the bar- 
riers of rank are at length thrown down. At such times men pounce upon 
equality as their booty, and they cling to it as to some precious treasure which 
they fear to lose. The passion for equality penetrates on every side into men’s 
hearts, expands there, and fills them entirely. Tell them not that by this 
blind surrender of themselves to an exclusive passion, they risk their dearest 
interests: they arc dear. Show them not freedom escaping from their grasp, 
while they are looking another way: they are blind— or rather, they can 
discern but one sole object to be desired in the universe. 

What I have .said is applicable to all democratic nations: what I am about 
to say concerns the French alone. Among most modern nations, and espe- 
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dally among all those of the continent of Europe, the taste and the idea of 
freedom only began to exist and to extend itself at the time when social 
conditions were tending to equality, and as a consequence of that very 
equality. Absolute kings were the most efficient levellers of ranks among 
their subjects. Among these nations equality preceded freedom: equality was 
therefore a fact of some standing, when freedom was st*U a novelty: the one 
had already created customs, opinions, and laws belonging to it, when the 
other, alone and for the first time, came into actual existence. Tims the latter 
was till only recently an affair of opinion and of taste, while the former had 
already crept into the habits of the people, possessed itself of their manners, 
and given a particular turn to the smallest actions in their lives. Can it be 
wondered that the men of our own time prefer the one to the other ? 

I think that democratic communities have a natural taste for freedom: 
left to themselves, they will seek it, cherish it, and view any privation of it 
with regret. But for equality, their passion is ardent, insatiable, incessant, in- 
vincible: they call for equality in freedom; if they cannot obtain that, they 
■still call for equality in slavery. They will endure poverty, servitude, bar- 
barism — but they will not endure aristocracy. 

This is true at all times, and especially true in our own. All men and all 
powers seeking to cope with this irresistible passion, will be overthrown and 
destroyed by it. In our age, freedom cannot be established without it, and 
despotism itself cannot reign without its .support. 


ABRAHAM UNCOLN 


2. The Meaning of Equality* 


I think the authors of that notable instrument [the Declaration of Inde- 
pendence], intended to include all men, but they did not intend to declare 
all men equal in all respects. They did not mean to say all were equal in 
color, size, intellect, moral developments, or social capacity. They defined 
with tolerable distinctness in what respects they did consider all men created 
equal— equal with “certain inalienable rights, among which are life, liberty, 
and the pursuit of happiness.” This they said, and this they meant. They did 

• From an address delivered at Springfield, June 26, 1857. 
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not mean to assert the obvious untruth that all were then actually enjoying 
that equality, nor yet that they were about to confer it immediately upon 
them. In fact, they had no power to confer such a boon. They meant simply 
to declare the right, so that enforcement of it might follow as fast as circum- 
stances should permit. 

They meant to set up a standard maxim for free society, which should be 
familiar to all, and revered by all; constantly looked to, constantly labored 
for, and even though never perfectly attained, constantly approximated, and 
thereby constantly spreading and deepening its influence and augmenting 
the happiness and value of life to all people of all colors everywhere. The 
assertion that “all men are created equal" was of no practical use in effecting 
our separation from Great Britain; and it was placed in the declaration not 
for that, but for future use. Its authors meant it to be — as, thank God, it is 
now proving itself— a stumbling block to all those who in after times might 
seek to turn a free people back into the hateful paths of despotism. They 
knew the proneness of prosperity to breed tyrants, and they meant when 
such should reappear in this fair land and commence their vocation, they 
should find left for them at least one hard nut to crack. 


SIDNEY AND BEATRICE WEBB 


3. Inequality and Personal Freedom* 


Inhere is .m inequality in the capitalist state, which is perhaps more in- 
tensely resented by the modern artisan, and is more difficult to bring to the 
comprehension of the governing class than the inequality of income; namely, 
the disparity in personal freedom. Freedom is, of course, an elusive term, 
with varioii> and conflicting meanings. To some simple minds freedom 
appears only a negation of slavery. To them any one is free who is not the 
chattel of some other person. The shipwrecked mariner on a barren island 
and the ilestiiute vagrant wandering among property owners protected by 
an all-powerful police, are “free men,” seeing that they “call no man master.” 
But this sort of treedom is little more than freedom to die. In the modern 
industrial community, in which no man is able to produce for himself all 

•From .Sulnc\ .iiul Htatru-c Webb, The Decay of Capitalist Civilization (Harcourt, Brace and 
Company, 012 O- R' iicrmisMon. 
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that he needs for life, personal freedom is necessarily bound up with the 
ability to obtain commodities and services produced by other persons. Trans- 
lated into the terms of daily life, personal freedom means, in fact, the power 
of the individual to buy sufficient food, shelter and clothing to keep his body 
in good health, and to gain access to sufficient teaching and books to de- 
velop his mind from its infantile state. Moreover, as we cannot regard as a 
free man any one with none but vegetative experiences, freedom involves 
the command at some time, of at least some money to spend on holidays and 
travel, on social intercourse and recreation, on placing one’s self in a posi- 
tion to enjoy nature and art. We can, in fact, best define personal freedom 
as the possession of opportunity to develop our faculties and satisfy our de- 
sires. Professor Graham Wallas suggests the definition of “the possibility 
of continuous initiative.” In this sense freedom is a relative term. It is only 
the very rich man who has freedom to consume all that he desires of the 
services and commodities produced by other persons, and also the freedom 
to abstain from all personal toil that would stand in the way of his “con- 
tinuous initiative,” and stop it by absorbing his energy and his time. Any 
poor man has a very limited freedom. To the propertyless wage-earner 
freedom may mean nothing more than the freedom, by dint of perpetual 
toil, to continue to exist on the very brink of starvation. Hence inequality 
in income in itself entails inequality in personal freedom. 

“equal before the law” 

We have grown so accustomed, under the reign of capitalism, to the 
grossest disparity in personal freedom among nominally free citizens, that 
we fail to recognize how gross and how cruel is the inequality even where 
we profess to have adopted equality as a principle. Both Britain and America 
are proud of having made all men equal before the law. Yet no one can 
even ask for justice in the law-courts without paying fees which (though 
the statesmen and the wealthy refuse to credit the fact) do, in actual practice, 
prevent the great mass of the population from obtaining legal redress for 
the wrongs that are constantly being done to them. The very object with 
which the legal tribunals are established is to give men security for their 
personal freedom — to prevent this being impaired by assaults, thefts, extor- 
tions, defalcations and failure to fulfill contracts and pay debts. In every city 
of Britain and America the vast majority of the population never appear as 
plaintiffs in the civil courts, not because they are not assaulted and robbed, 
cheated and denied payment of what is due to them — every one must know 
that these evils happen much more frequently and, at one time or another, 
much nearer universally, to the poor and friendless than to the rich — but 
because they cannot afford, out of th^r scanty earnings, even the court fee, 
let alone that of the lawyer. But the disparity in personal freedom between 
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the rich and the poor is seen most glaringly when the one and the other arc 
charged in the criminal court with an offense against the law. The rich 
man, except in extreme cases such as murder, practically always receives 
a summems; the poor man is still often, for the same offense, peremptorily 
arrested, as was formerly always the case, and taken to prison to await trial 
On a remand, the rich man easily procures bail, whilst quite a large propor- 
tion of propertyless defendants find themselves returned to the prison cells, 
a procedure which, coupled with their lack of means, does not, to say the 
least, facilitate their hunting up of witnesses who might prove their inno- 
cence, or their obtaining help in their defense. It is needless to recount the 
further advantages of the rich man in engaging the ablest lawyers and dxpert 
witnesses; in obtaining a change of venue, and successive remands, or in 
dragging the case from court to court. When sentence is imposed, it is, in 
the vast majority of cases, a pecuniary fine, which means practically nothing 
to the rich man, while to the poor man it may spell ruin for himself, his little 
business and his household. To the average police magistrate or clerk to the 
justices, it is quite a matter of course that a positive majority of those whom 
they sentence to small fines go to prison for one, two or six weeks, in default 
of payment. Ruinous as prison is known to be to the family of the prisoner 
as well as to the prisoner himself, the poor are sent to prison, in the United 
States as in Britain, by thousands every year, merely because they cannot im- 
mediately produce the few shillings or dollars that they are fined for minor 
olTcnscs, \vhicl\ rich men commit daily with practical impunity. No inequal- 
ity in personal freedom could be more scandalous than this practical in- 
equality of iich and poor before the law courts, which characterizes every 
capitalist community, and which, though known to every judge and every 
practicing lawyer for a century, has remained unredressed.' 

THE PSYCHOLOGICAL REACTION 

But all this springs directly from the disparity in incomes, a material in- 
terpretation of personal freedom which does not exhaust the question. There 
is a psychological aspect of personal freedom which arises merely from the 
relation between one man and another. Even when the wage-earner is getting 
what he calls “good money” and steady work# he resents the fact that he, 
like the machine with which he works, is bought as an instrument of pro- 
duction; that his daily life is dealt with as a means to another's end. Why 
should he and his class always obey orders, and another, and a much smaller 
class, always give them? It is this concentration of the function of command 
in one individual, or in one class, with the correlative concentration of the 
obligation to obey in other individuals of another class, which constitutes 
the deepest chasm between the nation of the rich and the nation of the poor. 
In one of his novels Mr. Galsworthy vividly describes the contrast between 

’ S-c The I MU. and the Poor, by E. Parry, 1914. 
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the daily life of the English country house and the daily lif<; of the laborer’s 
cottage. The rich man, and his wife and children, get up in the morning at 
any time they please; they eat what they like; they “work” and they play 
when they like and how they like; their whole day is controlled by the 
promptings of their own instinct or impulse, or is determined by their own 
reason or will. From morning till night they are perpetually doing what is 
pleasant to them. They fulfill their personality, and they exercise what Pro- 
fessor Graham Wallas rightly calls their “continuous initiative,” by giving, 
day in day out, year in year out, orders to other people. The laborer and his 
family are always obeying orders; getting up by order, working by order, in 
the way they are ordered, leaving off work by order, occupying one cottage 
rather than another by order of the farmer, being ejected from home by order 
of the landowner, attending school by order, sometimes even going to church 
by order; relying for medical attendance on the “order” of the Poor Law 
Relieving Officer, and in some cases ordered into the workhouse to end a 
life which, under the British Constitution, has always been legally and po- 
litically that of a freeman. From morning till night — save in rare houis of 
“expansion” usually expiated painfully — the “working class” find them- 
selves doing what is irksome or unpleasant to them. What is called in Britain 
the governing class (which includes a great many more persons than are en- 
gaged in political government), is, typically, the class that passes its life in 
giving orders. What are called the “lower classes” are those that live by obey- 
ing orders. 


WHEN AUTHORITY IS ACCEPTABLE 
Now let no one imagine that these lower classes, or the socialists who 
champion them, or indeed any persons with common sense, object to one 
man exercising authority over another. What is resented in the capitalist 
organization of industry is both the number and the kind of the orders given 
by the rich to the poor, by the owners of land and capital to the persons who 
gain their livelihood by using these instruments of production. The authority 
of the capitalist and the landlord has invidious characteristics. It is con- 
tinuous over the lives of the individuals who are ordered; it is irresponsible 
and cannot be called to account; it is not in any way reciprocal; it does not 
involve the selection of the person in command for his capacity to exercise 
authority either wisely or in the public interest; above all, it is designed to 
prohiote, not the good of the whole community, but the personal pleasure or 
private gain of the person who gives the order. No one but an anarchist 
objects to the authority of the policeman regulating the traffic in the crowded 
street; to the authority of the sanitary inspector compelling the occupier of 
the house to connect his domestic pipe with the main drain; to the author- 
ity of the Medical Officer of Health enforcing the isolation of an infectious 
person; or even to the demand note of the tax-collector. No one resents the 
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commands of the railway guard — “take your seats” or “all change here.” All 
these orders are given in respect of particular occasions in the citizen’s 
life, and by persons assumed to be selected for their fitness for the duty of 
giving these particular orders. The persons exercising command are them- 
selves under orders; they are responsible to superior authority; and they may 
Iwr called to account for bad manners or for “exceeding their powers.” 
Moreover, their orders are, in the best sense, disinterested, and have no 
connection with their personal gain or convenience. We may complain 
that the official is going beyond his function or is unmannerly in his meth- 
ods. We may rjbject t(j the {>olicy of the national executive, or deplore the 
legislation enacted by Parliament. But in obeying these orders all men are 
equal before the law; and all men have the same right of appeal to the 
superior authority. Finally, in political democracy, the persons who are sub- 
ject to the authority are exactly the persons who have created it; and they 
can, if and when they choose, sweep it away. In their capacity of citizen- 
electors they may exercise collectively, through the Parliament and the gov- 
ernment of the day, an ultimate control over the stream of orders they are 
called upon as individuals to obey. 

In this connection it is interesting to notice the socialist interpretation of 
a phrase much in vogue in the twentieth century. We often hear at labor 
meetings of the desirability of a man “controlling his own working life.” But 
this does not mean that each man or woman is to be free to work at starvation 
wages, ot for excessive iiours, or under the most unpleasant conditions. This 
is the freedom demanded for the worker by the capitalist. Against it the so- 
cialists and the organized workers have carried on a war of attrition for a 
century, the victories in that war being factory laws, mines and railway 
regulation laws, minimum wage laws, and the like. What the insurgent 
worker means by "tlte worker’s control over his own life” is, on the contrary, 
the sort of control exercised by means of his trade union, through an execu- 
tive council and ollicials, whom he and his fellows have elected, and can 
depose. l’hc.se agents of the workers stand or fall, paradoxical as it may 
soiiiul to those who still ignorantly regard trade unions as tyrannies, accord' 
ing to their ability to maintain and increase the personal freedom of the 
persons wl\o elect them. The revolt of the workers is not against authority 
as such, but against the continuous and irresponsible authority of the profit- 
making emploNcr. Where is the warrant, he a.sks, for the power of the owners 
o\ lactones and mines, land and machinery to dictate the daily life and the 
weekly expenditure of hundreds of their fellowmen, and even, at their 
pleasure, to wiilulraw tiom them the means of life itself' This power is nor 
derived from popular election. It has no relation to the ascertained merit 
t)r capacity of those who wield it. It is, in many cases, not even accompanied 
by any consciousness of responsibility for the moral or material well-being 
of those over whom it is exercised. Not only is there no necessary connection 
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t)ctwccn the particular orders which the workers find themselves com- 
pelled to obey, and the security or prosperity of the commonwealth: there is 
often a great and patent contradiction, orders to adulterate and cheat being 
quite common. From the standpoint of labor the authorii'^ of the capitalisr 
and landlord is used for a corrupt end — to promote the pecuniary gain of 
the person in command. 

DICTATION AS TO ENVIRONMENT 
Few persons who have not deliberately analyzed the way in which the 
wage-system is organized have any adequate conception of the continuity 
and the dictatorial character of the stream of orders by which the workman 
is called upon to direct his life. But this stream of orders is not the only way 
in which the property-owning class directs the daily life of those who are 
dependent on their toil. Even more dangerous, because more subtle, and less 
obviously an outcome of the inequality in wealth, is the power possessed by 
the propertied class to determine, for many years at a stretch, what shall be 
the physical and mental environment, not only of the manual laborer, but 
of all the local inhabitants. The most .striking manifestation of this power is 
the steadily increasing “industrializing” of a countryside, ending in the 
creation of an urban slum area, by the continuous pollution of the water 
and the atmosphete, the destruction of vegetation, the creation of nuisances, 
the erection of “back to back” dwellings, in row after row of mean streets. 
The devastation wrought in this way, in some of the most fertile and most 
beautiful parts of F.ngland and Scotland, as also in the United States, is, as 
we now know, comparable only to that effected by a long-drawn-out mod- 
ern war. In peace times the community as a whole fails to realize, in time, 
the catastrophe that is being caused by the private ownership of land and 
capital in the establishment and growth of an industrial center. By the time 
that the evil is recognized, the health and happiness of whole generations 
have been vitally affected. Belated statutes and tardy by-laws may then, at 
best, lessen the pollution, abate the darkening of the atmosphere by noxious 
gases and coal smoke, perhaps even save the last surviving vegetation. But 
nothing can bring back the lives the dictatorship of the capitalist has wasted. 
The leisured rich are able to escape from the noise, the gloom, the dirt, the 
smoke, the smells that their power has created; but the wage-earners, the 
industrial brain-workers, and all their retinue of professional men and shop- 
keepers find themselves compelled to dwell, and to rear their families, in the 
graceless conditions unconsciously determined for them by the industrial 
and financial organizers in their pursuit of private gain. When the city 
dweller escapes into the still unspoilt cotmtryside on a scanty holiday, it 
comes as a new insult to find himself and his children barred from the pleas- 
ant park, excluded from the forest, and warned off the mountain and the 
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moor by the property rights ot the very class of persons who have rendered 
his place of abode abhorrent to him. In the end he is forced in self-defense 
to form a perverse habit of liking grimy streets, blackened skies, and the 
deafening clatter of drayhorses’ shoes on stone sets, on the principle that if 
you cannot have what you like you must like what you have. 

DICTATION OF THE MENTAL ENVIRONMENT 
Nor is even tliis unconscious determination by the property-owning class 
of the maf( rial environment of the mass of the community, for the sake of 
its own private gain, the w’orst form taken by the inequality in personal 
freedom. It has been reserved to our own time for the profit-making capi- 
talist to determine also the mental environment. Who can estimate the effect 
on the mmd of the iiieessantly reiterated advertisements that hem us in on 
every sidc.^ It is, moreover, the capitalist who directs the character of the 
recreation afforded to the mass ol people. It is the brewery company and 
the «ii.still(‘iy that give us the public house; other capitalists, controlling the 
mmK hall and the cinematograph, may .say, with Fletcher of Saltoun, that 
they cate not who inake.s the laws as long as they jrrovide the songs and films. 
Hut the most gl.irmg instance ol the capitalist direction of our mentality, 
and perhaps, ultimately, the most |Krnuiou.s is the modern system of owner- 
ship of the new'spapei press. Hcit we have even a double capitalist control, 
iiist by the nnlliomiiie })ro[)rietois of whole series of joinnals, daily, weekly, 
and monthly under autocratic control, and secondly, by the great dispensers 
of lucrative advei lisements to these journals. 'Fhc combination of the colos- 
sal expense involved in the successlul conduct of a modem daily news- 
paper, and tlie natural reluctance of the W'eallhy advertisers to support any 
pulilication adver.se to the system, if not even to the particular business, by 
which they obtain their own toriuncs, have made it almost impossible for 
the piopertyless w.ige earners, even in cooperation with each other, to estab- 
lish, cither m Hriiain or the United States, any organ of their own at all 
comparable in circulation and influence with those of the millionaire pro- 
piieiors. Ihus, the mass of the {xrpulation is quite unable to protect itself 
again-st the stream ol suggestion, biased information, and corruptly selected 
ne\v.s that is poured on them by the giant circulation of the press.” 

M\.f (if the ni.irinc-r .jml extent to which the tiew^p.iper press, and behind it the 

possrsvMs 1)1 \vr.ilih, nviw cti»tr»)l the mental environment, as well as the local and central gov- 
cimneiu v)l ihc Ihmcd St.i'<s .uui Ikitain, the student should consult The I'ras and the OrganT 
zaf.uti ot bj Noim,,n .^nKcn, 1922; and Uherty and the Seus, 1920, and Pui'dic Opin- 

ion. 102:. b.)th t)N W.lt r l.ii’pm.inn. himself iht alitor ol a gtcai New York nrwspiper; the 
mote lurid liesciii non. gr en troin personal experience as )ouinalisis, on ihr one hand, by 
Hi!.nre Hello,, in I he hee igiH, and b> Upton Sinclair in 1 he Buss Check, 1919; and 

iiuidrrrt.il)>, m iJit ieihnsc.iI account of hoiv a ni<Nicrn ncwspjpo is run, b\ G. B. Dibblee in 
I he Sriijpupet, 191^ (London), and b> John La P. Given in Making a Newspaper loia 
(New Volk), r . y y 
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Lastly, wc have the control insidiously exercised by the owners and organ- 
izers of the instruments of production, by means of their wealth, over the 
working of municipal government and parliamentary institutions. 

DICTATION IN GOVERNMENT 

Of this control, the direct power of the proprietors of the newspaper press 
—which, in Britain, goes far to make a Prime Minister, and in the United 
States not only to elect a President but also to select his chief ministers — is 
only the most obvious example. The influence, not only upon elections and 
legislatures, but also upon national aijd municipal executives, of the great 
financial, shipping, manufacturing, and trading amalgamations and combi- 
nations, in which the power of wealth is cast defiantly into the scale as the 
sword of Brennus, has, in recent decades, become notorious and scandalous. 
It is, we suggest, to the suspicion, followed by the detection of this 
far-reaching coercive guidance of national and local government by the 
property-owners and profit-makers, large and small, more than to any other 
cause, that is to be ascribed the sudden and rapid decay of the confidence 
of the wage-earning class in these institutions, manifested not in this coun- 
try alone, but throughout the Continent of Europe and North America. Un- 
fortunately, one invidious feature of the Great War, so far as the United 
Kingdom is concerned, has been the extension of a similar capitalist con- 
trol to the national executive, in ways not previously open. The temporary 
handing over of various government departments to leading representa- 
tives of the business interests concerned, and the shameless use of the influ- 
ence thus acquired for the promotion of the private profits of those branches 
of business, represents, so it is felt by the British workman, the final degrada- 
tion of the state to be the handmaid and accomplice of the profiteer. 

THE BRAIN-WORKERS IN CAPITALIST SERVICE 

This control of the physical and mental environment, which,* in a capital- 
istic society, the property-owning class progressively and almost automati- 
cally accomplishes (for all those effects are mere incidents in the pursuit of 
private gain, and are no more consciously aimed at than the devastation 
caused by the trampling of a herd in pursuit of food), brings into prominence 
the instrument of its far-reaching dominance. The deep-seated intolerance 
by the more ignorant manual workers of the very existence of the profes- 
sional brain-workers is not due solely to the difficulty a navvy finds in be- 
lieving that a man who sits in a comfortable chair by a cheerful fire in a 
carefully sound-proofed room is doing any work at all, much less work that 
will leave him hungry and exhausted in three or four hours. Many wage- 
workers are sufficiently educated to know better; and others arc employed 
in occupations quite as sedentary and even less apparently active than those 
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o£ the financier or mathematician. Their share in the prejudice is explained, 
if not justified, by the fact that the brain-workers, in every capitalist state, 
find themselves attracted, and economically compelled, to take service under 
the property-owners. Historically the professions emerge as the hirelings of 
the governing class for the time being. In the modern industrial system they 
naturally serve the proprietors of the instruments of production, who alone 
can insure to the vast majority of them a secure and ample livelihood, with 
some prospect of climbing up to the eminence of “living by owning.” The 
lawyers, the engineers, the architects, the men of financial and administra- 
tive ability, the civil servants, the authors and journalists, the teachers of the 
schools beyond the elementary grade, the whole class of managers, the in- 
ventors, even the artists and the men of science — not altogether excluding, 
in spite of their long charitable service of the po(jr, the medical profession 
and the ministers of religion, nor yet, for all their devotion to the children 
of the masses, even the elementary school teachers — are almost inevitably re- 
tained, consciously or unconsciously, in the maintenance and defense of 
the existing social order, in which the private ownership of the instruments 
of product i{)n is the corner-stone. Is it surprising that the manual workers 
of the world should be tempted to regard, not science, art or religion (as is 
often igtiorantly asserted), but the brain-workers who have been trained un- 
der the capitalist system, and enlisted in its service, as being as much the 
“enemies of the people” as the “idle rich”? Hut this is not all. The brain- 
workers themselves, especially those who are poorly paid and socially segre- 
gated, are beginning to rebel openly against this all pervading coercive guid- 
ance of national policy and national culture by wealthy men and a wealthy 
class. As school teachers, as municipal officials, as civil servants, as scientific 
workers, as journalists and editors, sometimes even (notably in the United 
Si.itc as under the (lerman Empire) as university lecturers and professors, 
they find their ticcdom of thought and expression strangled by the fear of 
dismissal, or at any rate by that of losing all chance of promotion, should 
they dare to oj>pose not merely the political party or the pecuniary interests 
of influential patrons, but even the current piinciples of social organizations 
to which nearly all rich men cling. Moreover, the majority of the situations of 
authority and aflluencc arc still habitually reserved, in most countries, cither 
by administrative devices or through personal influence, for persons who 
have qualified as brain-workers though belonging to the class of those who 
live by owning or organizing the instruments of production, irrespective of 
their inferiority of attainments or inability to render, in the posts to which 
they are assigned, the highest service to the community. It is here that we 
find the fundamental cause of the prevailing unrest in all countries in prac- 
tically all the brain-working professions, leading in many cases to the ad- 
herence of the younger professionals to the socialist movement, and nowa- 
days even inclining some of the professional organizations to make common 
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cause with the trade unions and the labor and socialist parties in resisting 
the dominance of the property-owners. 

WHY LIBERALISM DECAYED 

We may suggest that the foregoing analysis incidentally reveals the root- 
cause of the universal failure of the political parties styled Liberal, which 
were so typical of the advanced thought of European nations during the 
nineteenth century — notably at the zenith of unrestrained capitalism— to re- 
tain, in the twentieth century, they hold of a wage-earning class that has 
become conscious of its citizenship. To the political Liberals, personal free- 
dom actually meant the personal power of the man of property; just as 
political progress meant the abolition of feudal, ecclesiastical and syndicalist 
restrictions upon the right of the property-owner, small as well as large, to 
do what he liked “with his own**— his own land and capital no less than his 
own personality. Down to the present day the unrepentant Liberal refuses 
to recognize— cannot even be made to understand— that, in the modern in- 
dustrial state, a man who is divorced from the instruments of production 
cannot, as we have shown, even live his own life, let alone do what he likes 
with his own personality. Even to the political Liberal who is not a capitalist, 
such as the young barrister or doctor, artist or author, the conception that the 
laborers’ engagement for hire is of the nature of “wage-slavery” is unintel- 
ligible. To him it seems, on the contrary, that the typical engagement for 
hire of the propertylcss professional, “calling no man master” but earning 
his livelihood by fees from a succession of clients, upon no one of whom is he 
specially dependent, constitutes the very perfection of honorable service 
which is perfect freedom. What even this highly educateil Liberal fails to 
understand is that, whatever may once have been the case, the industrial 
revolution has made anything like the freedom of professional life impos- 
sible for the artisan or the factory operative, the laborer or the clerk. The 
fact that the ordinary manual worker or minor clerical employee has not 
the ownership, and therefore, not the control of the instruments of pro- 
duction, or of the complicated industrial or financial organization by which 
he can earn a livelihood, and cannot support himself on a succession of fee's 
from a multitude of clients, compels him, whether or not he deiiVes this, 
to obtain his food by placing himself under a master whom he cahriot call 
to account; whose orders he has to obey; whose interests he has tb serve; 
who, in fact, possesses him and uses him, during the greater part of his wak- 
ing life, for ends which arc not his own. He cannot choose where he will 
live, and in what environment his children will grow up. He finds hitrisclf 
restricted in the amusements and even in the literature to which he has 
access, to that which it suits the pecuniary interests of the capitalist class to 
supply. He finds, as it seems to him, nearly every professional brain-worker 
retained against him and his class. And through this control over his 
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working life and his leisure hours, over his physical and mental environ- 
ment, the propertyless worker, by hand or by brain — though conscious that 
he and his fellows constitute a majority of the electorate — discover that even 
with the widest suffrage he is unable, in fact, to control the government of 
his state. Accordingly, once he has been admitted to voting citizenship, the 
liberty which Liberalism offers him seems a hypocritical pretense. He finds 
in the creed of Liberalism no comprehension cither of the nature of the servi- 
tude in which the capitalist system has engulfed the great bulk of every in- 
dustrial community, or of the need for an application to industrial organiza- 
tion of the first principles of democracy. Now this comprehension is the 
very atmosphere of socialism. The socialist is out to destroy the dictatorship 
of the capitalist. And as that dictatorship is the grievance which the worker 
is never allowed to forget for a single working day from his cradle to his 
grave he naturally turns to socialism the moment he begins to connect poli- 
tics with his personal affairs and perceives that his vote is an instrument 
of political power. 


A. D. UNDSAY 


4 . Democracy and the Expert* 


The task of the government of a democratic society implies a wisdom and 
understanding of the complicated life of modern societies very far removed 
from the simple “horse sense” which is sufficient for the running of small 
and simple democracies. It is clear that a modern state can do its job only 
with a lot of expert help, expert statesmen, expert administrators. We must 
nowadays go on and say “expert economists and expert scientists.” Perhaps 
we must go further and say “expert sociologists.” 

That is clear enough. What is not so clear is where the ordinary plain 
man comes in. What is the justification of submitting the expert work of all 
these superior people to the control of the ordinary voter? We recognize 
that the man in the street cannot, in the strict sense of the word, govern a 
modern state. The ordinary person has not the knowledge, the judgement, or 
the skill to deal with the intricate problems which modern government in- 
volves. The primitive democracy of a Swiss commune or of a New England 
township in the eighteenth century was quite different. The things which 

•From A. D. Lindsay, The Modern Democratic State (Oxford University Press, 1943). By 
|)cr mission. 
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the community had to get done in those simple societies were within the 
competence of most members of the community and open to the judgement 
of all. Readers of Coniston, that admirable political novel in which the Amer- 
ican Winston Churchill describes the corruption of simple New Hampshire 
democracy by the coming of the boss, will remember the society he depicts — 
hard-headed, sensible, decent farmers, good judges of men and of horses. 
The select men whom they elect to govern them arc well known to them 
all. They have nothing to do about which their electors cannot form a sound 
and shrewd judgement. 

To ignore the immense difference between such a society and the society 
of the modern democratic state is to court disaster. Where are the simple 
and familiar issues on which shrewd if unlearned men may judge? Where, 
perhaps it may be asked, in our great urban populations arc the hard-headed, 
shrewd, independent men to judge soundly on any issues? 

We all recognize that expert and technical knowledge must come from 
specialists — that the ordinary man or woman is not capable of judging the 
detail of legislative proposals. We say that the public decides upon broad 
issues. That is what the working of modern democracy is supposed* to im- 
ply. An election makes clear that the public insists, for example, that some- 
thing pretty drastic must be done about unemployment, or that the United 
States should support Great Britain by all measures “short of war,” and so 
on. One party rather than another gets into power because the public broadly 
approves of its programme more than the programme of its rivals and judges 
well of its capacity to carry out its programme. The public is not supposed to 
have any views as to how that programme should be carried out but it is 
supposed to have decided that it prefers the main lines of one party’s pro- 
gramme to another’s. 

What does this imply? Does democracy assume that ordinary men and 
women arc better judges on broad issues than experts or than educated peo- 
ple? We can only take this line if we hold that “broad issues” demand not 
knowledge or skill or special training but “common sense” or sound judge- 
ment and that “common sense” is the possession of the ordinary man. 

This is the stumbling-stone of democratic theory. On this subject men 
seem to hold opposing views which cannot be reconciled. Think of the way 
in which some people talk with conviction of the mob or the herd or the 
vulgar. Think of the long tradition of denunciation from Thucydides down- 
wards of the folly and fickleness and weakness of the masses. Think, on the 
other hand, of the continual apprcciadon in democratic literature of the good 
sense and sound judgement of the common man — the often expressed 
conviction that there is something in the “plain man” or in “the man in the 
street” which makes his judgement often more worth while than that of 
many superior persons. 
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There must be something to be said for both sides in such a controversy. 
It is worth while to attempt some disentangling. 

Let us begin by noting that there are arguments for democratic control 
which do not assume that men and women arc or ought to be given votes 
only because of the soundness of their judgement. We may summarize the 
two arguments in the two statements: “Only the wearer knows where the 
shoe pinches” and “We count heads to save the trouble of breaking 
them.” 


THE “shoes pinching” ARGUMENT 

Let us begin with the argument about shoes pinching. If we start with 
the statement I have described as the authentic note of democracy, “The 
ptx)rcst he that is in England has a life to live as the richest he,” if we remem- 
ber that the end of democratic government is to minister to the common life 
of society, to remove the disharmonies that trouble it, then clearly a knowl- 
edge and understanding of that common life is a large part of the knowl- 
edge essential to the statesman. But the common life is the life lived by all 
members of the society. It cannot be fully known and appreciated from 
outside. It can only be known by those who live it. Its disharmonies are suf- 
fered and felt by individuals. It is their shoes that pinch and they only who 
can tell where they pinch. No doubt the ordinary voter has the vaguest ideas 
as to what legislative or administrative reform will stop the pinching of his 
shoes. That is no more his business and no more within his capacity than it 
is the ordinary customer’s business to make shoes. He may think, and often 
docs think, that his shoes are pinching only because of the gross ignorance 
or perhaps because of the corrupt and evil intentions of his government; he 
may think the making of governmental shoes which ease his feet to be a 
much simpler business than it is; he may listen too easily to charlatans who 
promise to make the most beautiful shoes for the lowest possible price. But 
for all that, only he, the ordinary man, can tell whether the shoes pinch and 
where; and without that knowledge the wisest statesman cannot make good 
laws. It is sadly instructive to find what a gap there always is between the 
account even the best administrations give of the effect of their regulations 
and the account you get from those to whom the regulations apply. The 
official account tells what ought to happen if men and women behaved and 
felt as decent respectable officials assume that they think and feel. What is 
actually happening is often quite different. 

The argument alx)ut shoes pinching is the argument which Justifies adult 
suffrage. If government needs for its task an understanding of the common 
life it exists to serve, it must have access to all the aspects of that common 
life. All classes in society must be able to express their grievances. The 
qualification for voting is not wisdom or good sense but enough indc- 
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pcndcnce of mind to be able to state grievances. This does not seem a diffi- 
cult qualification, but oppressed people are not always prepared to stand up 
for themselves or even always to think that there is anything wrong in what 
happens to them. They do not always accept the teaching of “certain revo- 
lutionary maniacs” referred to by the Rev. Mr. Twist “who teach the people 
that the convenience of man, and not the will of God, has consigned them 
to labour and privation.” They vote as “their betters” or their employers or 
their bosses tell them. To give more of them votes in a society where these 
conditions exist is to give more power into the hands of those who can man- 
age and exploit them. So in some societies to give votes to women would only 
mean to give more power into the hands of the men who could deliver 
their votes. To be an independent person, to be ready to stand up for your 
rights, to be able to express your grievances and demand that something 
should be done about them, demand qualities of character and mind which 
are not always forthcoming, as organizers and defenders of the downtrodden 
and oppressed often learn sadly to their cost. 

LIMITATIONS OF THIS ARGUMENT 

However weighty this argument about “shoes pinching” may be, it does 
not seem necessarily to involve the control of government by public opinion. 
It does involve that government should be sensitive and accessible to public 
opinion, but that is not necessarily the same thing. The safeguarding of the 
right of petition has little to do with democracy. It is an old tradition of 
kingly rule that the humblest member of the public should have access to 
the king to state his grievances. That is the mark of the good Eastern king 
from Solomon to Haroun al Rashid. The administration of government al- 
ways gives opportunities for petty tyranny. The member of parliament who 
asks a question on behalf of one of his constituents who has a complaint 
against the administration is fulfilling a very old function which existed in 
undemocratic days. Why should the argument about shoes pinching imply 
the control of government by the ordinary voter 

The answer is that experts do not like being told that the shoes they so 
beautifully make do not fit. They are apt to blame it on the distorted and 
misshapen toes of the people who have to wear their shoes. Unless there 
is power behind the expression of grievances, the grievances are apt to be 
neglected. The very way in which the stories talk about the good king who 
takes pains to find out what his subjects really think implies that most kings 
do not do so. Solomons or Harouns al Rashid do not grow on every bush. 
Contrast the very great care which is officially taken in the army to encour- 
age and listen to complaints with what the men say about it. There may be 
the most regular machinery by whi.h men can express their grievances, 
the most frequent opportunities to respond to the questions ‘Any com- 
plaints?’*; but the tank and file will remain convinced that, if they com- 



26 o the foundations OF DEMOCRACY 

plain, nothing will be done, but the sergeant-major will have it out of them 
somehow. Men will continue to talk and think quite differently about getting 
their grievances redressed through their member of parliament who wants 
their votes on the one hand and through their superior officer over whom 
they have no pf>wer on the other. 

On this theory what happens in parliamentary democracy is that the peo- 
ple vote for a government on the understanding that it will remedy their 
grievances, deal with what is most manifestly wrong, and that they judge 
and they alone can judge whether the grievances are remedied. The vote at 
a general election is primarily a judgement on results: the people say, “Our 
shoes are still pinching and we shall try another shoemaker, thank you”: or, 
“Yes, you have made our feet so much more comfortable that we shall let 
you go on and sec if you can do still better.” Of course what happens is not 
so simple as that. The verdict of the electors is not just on results: it is to 
some extent an assent to this or that projwsal for the future; but broadly 
speaking an election is an expression of approval or disapproval of what has 
happened. This is of course strictly in accordance with the “where the shoe 
pinches” theory. It docs not imply any more than the theory does that the 
electorate arc particularly intelligent: that their judgement as to what ought 
to be done is at all out of the ordinary. It does imply that, as the end of gov- 
ernment is to promote the free life of all its citizens, all citizens must have 
their say as to how that free life is actually being hindered and how far 
the work of government is actually removing those hindrances. 

But it will also be clear that this argument has its limitations. It docs not 
meet anything like all the claims made for democratic government. It docs 
not even support the claim that the general public can decide broad issues. It 
would not, for example, justify the democratic control of foreign policy. 
Foreign policy involves a judgement as to how the internal life of the coun- 
try is to be preserved from danger from abroad. If we assume that the demo- 
cratic voter is only concerned to be allowed to “live his own life,” to be freed 
from hindrances to it, but that he has not the necessary knowledge to know 
what means should be taken to ensure that end, it follows that the ordinary 
man or woman has on the argument of “the shoe pinching” no particular 
competence to control foreign policy. Is he then to leave foreign policy en- 
tirely to “his betters ” } 

No democrat would assent. Let us sec why. 

WHAT PEOPLE ARE PREPARED TO DO 

Errors in foreign policy may mean that a country is faced with the threat 
of war which may involve, unless that threat is met in one way or another, 
the destruction of all in its life which its people hold dear. But there are 
only two conceivable ways in which a threat of war can be met, and both 
involve the severest sacrifices falling on the ordinary men and women in 
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the country. One of the ways of course is to meet the threat of war by accept- 
ing its challenge and resisting it. The other has never been tried but it is ad- 
vocated by Mr. Gandhi and extreme pacifists. It is to meet the threat of war 
by passive resistance. Let us first consider the second. 

Passive resistance to invasion which would prevent the invader from de- 
stroying the soul of a country demands a heroism and goodness in the 
population of a kind which no people has ever yet shown. If a sincere paci- 
fist statesman, say Mr. Gandhi in power in India, committed his country to 
this alternative by making the other alternative impossible, he might produce 
the most horrible disaster. If his people were not really prepared to act up to 
his principles, and he had incapacitated them from acting up to their own, 
the result would be disaster indeed. No statesman has a right to commit his 
country to action unless he has reason to believe that the people will respond 
to the challenge which that action involves. 

The same point is obvious when we consider the conditions in which alone 
a democratic statesman can commit his country to war. If it be true that free 
men fight better than other men for what they hold dear, it is also true that 
they fight worse than others for what they do not hold dear. It is possible, 
as Nazi Germany has shown, for a government to get such control over the 
minds and wills of a people and to have imposed such discipline upon them, 
that they, the government, can make up their mind about what they intend 
the nation to do and then make their people ready to undergo almost any 
sacrifice in obedience to their will. But a democratic people is not disciplined 
in that way. Its government can never go much beyond what their people are 
prepared to do. It is therefore quite essential that its government should 
know what that is. No statesman can pursue a foreign policy of appeasement 
unless he knows how much his people will stand. No statesman can pursue 
a policy which may end in resistance to aggression unless he knows for what 
his people arc prepared to fight. The weakness of British foreign policy in 
the period between the two wars was largely due to the fact that, because 
of the bad working of the democratic machinery or of faulty leadership or of 
a combination of both, British statesmen did not have this essential knowl- 
edge to guide them in their conduct of foreign policy. Britain found herself 
in a new position. The development of air power had made her vulnerable 
as she had never been before. The existence of the League of Nations meant 
the adoption of a new attitude to foreign policy. The spread of pacifism and 
semi-pacifism further confused the issue. Before the last war a foreign 
minister could say with confidence, that the British people would go a very 
long way to preserve peace but there were certain things which they would 
not stand, and he could have said what those things were. After the war that 
could no longer be said, and this had a disastrous effect on the conduct of 
foreign policy. 

This need of knowledge of what people are prepared to do is not confined 
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to foreign policy. In a democratic society at least, laws, if they are to be suc- 
cessful, must rest largely upon consent. The force behind government can 
do something, but not very much. If laws arc to be effectively obeyed, their 
demands cannot go much beyond what people are prepared to do. Succcs.sful 
law-making therefore demands an understanding of the ways and the will- 
ingness of ordinary people. That understanding can, to some extent, be got 
without voting or the ordinary processes of democratic machinery. But in 
so far as democratic machinery produces the expert representative, it is prob- 
ably as reliable a way as can be devised of ensuring that this necessary 
knowledge is in the hands of government and that the government pay 
attention to it. 

It is important to notice that though “what people are prepared to do” is 
a matter of fact, it is fact of an odd kind. For any one who reflects on it 
knows that what people are prepared to do depends on the varying tone of 
their societies and that that lone depends on leadership, inspiration, and im- 
ponderables of that kind. What people are prepared to do is not a distinct 
fact, to be discovered in its distinct existence by scientific analysis. Indeed we 
may say in general about all the argument of these last few pages that we 
shall go wrong if we think of “the pinching shoes” and “what people are 
prepared to do” as distinct facts, existing separately and there to be discov- 
ered. They are that to some extent but not altogether. In a small meeting 
the process of discovering what needs to be done and what people are pre- 
pared to do is also a process of getting people prepared to do something. 
Something of the same is true in the elaborate democratic processes which 
culminate in men and women recording their votes in the polling booths. 
They arc, or at least ought to be, processes of discussion, discussion carried 
on in the most multifarious ways as it is in a healthy society, by means of 
the pre.ss, of clubs and societies of all kinds; in public-houses and in W.E.A. 
classes as well as, indeed more than, at political meetings. The process of 
discovering the sense of the meeting is also a process of making the sense 
of the meeting. So to some extent at least with a nation at large. 

We shall come back to this point later. Meanwhile let us consider how far 
towards democracy these two arguments take us. They assert that govern- 
ment needs for its task knowledge which cannot be got by ordinary learning 
but is provided normally by the democratic machinery. That would not 
necessarily imply control. If the knowledge could be got in another way, 
presumably on this argument the democratic machinery would not be neces- 
sary. Mass observation may claim to be a scientific process of discovering 
accurately what is now a rather clumsy by-product of elections. There is no 
reason why Hitler or any other autocrat should not use such a process. It is 
part of any government’s job to know these facts about its people even when 
its main purfxjse is to understand how to exploit them to serve its own evil 
ambitions. 
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These arguments only imply democracy when we rememler that men in 
power need often to be compelled to serve the true purposes of government. 
Expert shoemakers, as we saw, do not always like to be told that their shoes 
are at fault. Men who have control over executive and administrative power 
easily forget that they are only servants and that their power has only 
value as an instrument. Hence all the democratic devices to ensure that gov- 
ernment shall attend to the purposes for which it exists, shall be made to do 
something about the grievances and wishes of the ordinary people it is 
meant to serve. Hence the necessity for responsible government — for arrange- 
ments which make the government somehow responsible to the ordinary 
people as contrasted with the most elaborate arrangements for advising an 
irresponsible government, for seeing that government has the necessary in- 
formation without compelling it to act on that information. If the theory 
of all this were properly put into practice it would mean that the govern- 
ment were given a free hand to deal with means. The purpose of the control 
exercised by the ordinary voters is to see that those means — the technical 
skill of the administrative are used to right ends. 

THE WISDOM OF THE PLAIN MAN 

This leads to a third argument for democracy where it is assumed that 
ordinary plain people have a certain v/isdom is denied to the expert, and that 
therefore they are the best judges of ends if not of means. 

This argument can easily be so put as to be absurd. An expert is not neces- 
sarily a fool. It may be and often is true that experts are apt to give their minds 
an almost complete holiday outside their own special sphere. Who does not 
know the distinguished scientist who thinks that his scientific attainments 
in one sphere justify his making the most surprising generalizations in 
matters of which he has no knowledge.? But knowledge even in a restricted 
sphere cannot be a greater handicap to sound judgment than ignorance 
in all spheres. Yet we are not wrong when we pray to be delivered from the 
clever ass and it is on the whole true that for a certain kind of practical wis- 
dom — very important in politics — we do not naturally go to the scientific 
expert. That does not mean that we go instead to the most ignorant man we 
can find or to just any one. We go to some one who has learnt wisdom from 
life. 

It is an old story that wisdom in conduct is not learnt from books or tech- 
nical study, but from experience and character. We know what we mean 
when we talk of men or women of ‘‘sound judgement” or of “common 
sense.” We distinguish them from the expert whom we rather distrust. We 
should defend this attitude by saying that the expert is a specialist: that 
what is wanted for conduct is all-round experience of people and things. 
“Sound judgement” or “common sense” are not the products of ignorance. 
They are produced by experience of a certain kind, by responsibility, by a 
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varied acquaintance with men and things and by an all-round experience. 
The expert or specialist on the other hand has probably paid for his expert 
knowledge by having had to undergo a long training which has removed 
him from the ordinary rough-and-tumble of life. He has probably not had 
to check his judgements by practical experience. He has perhaps not had 
to pay for his mistakes. He has become “academic” in the bad sense of that 
term. 

If we think about the men and women whose judgement on practical af- 
fairs and on conduct we respect, we should certainly agree that academic 
education did not seem to be very important in their production. We should 
say that some of them were learned and some not, some rich, some poor. 
They have no special training or accomplishment. That is why we contrast 
the onc-sidedness of the expert with the good sense or common sense of 
the ordinary man and why democrats think that the proposals of the expert 
should be improved by the ordinary man. 

Tlicre clearly is something in this, but we must be careful. “Common 
sense” it is sometimes said, “is one of the rarest of qualities.” The word 
“common” is used in New England as a term of uncommon praise. It means, 

I think, much what the word “plain” means in the north of England or 
Scotland. We were proud as children when some one described our mother 
as “the plainest woman I have ever set eyes on,” though we used the am- 
biguity of the remark as a weapon to tease her. “Plain” meant, as I think, 
“common” means, that she had no pretensions and no pomposity; that she 
took people as she found them, and entirely disregarded their external at- 
tributes, their rank or class or anything else. Such an attitude of mind, re- 
ceptive and humble, is essential to the true understanding of men and of 
life. It is found in all sorts of people who may have no other particular ac- 
complishments and are therefore regarded as ordinary. But in reality such 
people are neither common nor ordinary. 

The democrat who stands up for the good sense and sound judgement 
of “the ordinary man” against the pronouncements and dicta of superior 
persons is really thinking of the good sense and sound judgement he has 
found — not by any manner of means in everybody — but in some humble, 
simple persons. This is really the secularized version of the Puritans’ govern- 
ment by the elect. What is the difference, I once heard asked in a discussion, 
between government by the elite and government by the elect The 
answer was: “The 6lite arc people you choose; the elect are those whom God 
chooses.” The untheological version of this would be to say that if you talk 
of ^lite you mean people characterized by some clearly marked and almost 
measurable quality — ^skill, training, birth, and so on; if you talk of the elect 
you mean men who have nothing of this about them but are nevertheless 
remarkable. 

Practicable wisdom, the democrat would say, shows itself in the most un- 
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expected places. You must be prepared for it wherever it turns up, and 
you must not imagine you can, by any training or planning, produce it to 
order. The democratic leader turns up. He is recognized by his fellows 
and carries them with him. He has the power of calling out the best in ordi- 
nary people. Because he shares the life and experience of ordinary men 
and women he knows, almost unconsciously, “where the shoe pinches” and 
“what people are prepared to do,” and because he shares the ordinary re- 
sponsibilities of life, he has an all-round experience and is saved from the 
narrowness of the specialist. Knowledge of the common life and its possi- 
bilities; understanding of the things which produce in it bitterness and 
thwart men’s activities are the wisdom most wanted for politics. The state 
will be wisely directed if the final control is in the hands of “ordinary” men— 
men not specialized in their vocation or training — who have “common sense” 
and “sound judgement.” But those men are, in favourable circumstances, the 
men to whom others listen, and who furnish the real if informal leadership 
in a community. The great mass of really ordinary people will follow them, 
and to give power to everybody by means of universal suffrage is to give 
power to them. 

This view still implies a judgement about the mass of ordinary men and 
women. It implies their power of recognizing “sound judgement” and “com- 
mon sense” in their fellows; in being able to judge a man and ready to ap- 
prove the natural leader and reject the charlatan. That they do not always 
do so is notorious. What is important to discover is whether we can say 
anything about the conditions favourable to the mass of men and women in 
society judging men well or ill. 


DISCUSSION 

The argument for democratic as contrasted with expert leadership is that 
political wisdom needs more than anything else an understanding of the 
common life; and that that wisdom is given not by expert knowledge but 
by a practical experience of life. If the defect of the expert is his onesidedness, 
the merit of the practical man of common-sense judgement will be his all- 
round experience. The simple agricultural societies where democracy flour- 
ishes and seems native to the soil produce naturally men of common sense 
and sound judgement, appraisers alike of men and horses. The men whom 
we readily think of as men of sound judgement though unlearned have often 
had that kind of training. The part played by the village cobbler or black- 
smith in the democratic life of a village has often been noticed. The inhabit- 
ants of a natural democracy like the New England township described in 
Mr. Winston Churchill’s Coniston arc independent, accustomed to act on 
their own, and to make judgements within the scope of their experience. 

Modern industrialism has taken away from the great mass of men in an 
industrialized community their independence. It has condemned very many 
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of them to specialized and narrow lives. Their lives are far more specialized 
and far narrower than the lives of the experts whom our democratic argu- 
ment has been putting in their place, and they are without the expert s skill 
or knowledge or his partial independence. Wheie under such conditions are 
the common-sense qualities and sound judgment of the ordinary man to be 
found? H()W can wc keep a modern industrial society from becoming not 
a community but a mob, not a society of persons capable of judging for 
themselves, discussing and criticizing from their experience of life the 
proposals put before them, but a mass played upon by the clever people at 
the top? These, nowadays, armed with new psychological techniques, claim 
to be able to manipulate those masses to their will, make them believe what 
the rulers want, hate what the rulers want, and even fight and die for what 
the rulers want. 

For the real issue between the democrats and the anti-democrats is that 
democrats think of a society where men can and do act as responsible per- 
sons. The anti-democrats talk of the mob, or the herd, or the crowd. What 
these latter say of mobs or herds or crowds is as true as what the democrats 
say of the sound sense of the ordinary man who acts and thinks as an indi- 
vidual. No one can read a book like Ortega y Gasset’s The Revolt of the 
Masses without recognizing the strength of the forces in modern society 
which go to the making of men into masses or crowds; or without seeing 
that, if they prevail, mass democracy must produce, as it has in so many coun- 
tries produced, totalitarianism. That is the greatest of the challenges to de- 
mocracy. I’ur modern industrialism has supplied an antidote in the working- 
class movement. If we consider what gives that movement its vitality, 
wc sec that it creates innumerable centres of discussion. Trade union 
branches, co-ojicrativc guild meetings, W.K.A. classes and discussion groups 
of all kinds provide conditions as far removed as possible from those that 
protluce a mob. The key to democracy is the potency of discussion. A good 
discussion can draw out wisdom which is attainable in no other way. The 
success of anti democratic totalitarian techniques has depended on the sup- 
pression of discussion. If the freedom of discussion is safeguarded and fos- 
tered, there is no necessity for the most urbanized of committees becoming 
a mob. Those of us who have seen anything of the spread of discussion in 
England during the war, in the Army, in A.R.P. posts, in shelters, in all 
kinds of places where people come together have seen something of how in 
discussion the “plain” man can come into his own. 
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CHIEF JUSTICE WARREN 


5. The Public School Segregation Ca»es* 


MR. CHIEF JUSTICE WARREN: 

These cases come to us from the States of Kansas, South Carolina, Vir- 
ginia, and Delaware. They are premised on different facts and different local 
conditions, but a common legal question justifies their consideration together 
in thi^ consolidated opinion. 

In each of the cases, minors of the Negro race, through their legal repre- 
sentatives, seek the aid of the courts in obtaining admission to the public 
schools of their community on a nonsegregated basis. In each instance, they 
had been denied admission to schools attended by white children under laws 
requiring or permitting segregation according to race. This segregation was 
alleged to deprive the plaintiffs of the equal protection of the laws under the 
Fourteenth Amendment. In each of the cases other than the Delaware case, 
a three-judge federal district court denied relief to the plaintiffs on the so- 
called ‘separate but equal” doctrine announced by this Court in Plessy v. 
Ferguson, 163 U. S. 537. Under that doctrine, equality of treatment is ac- 
corded when the races are provided substantially equal facilities, even though 
these facilities be separate. In the Delaware case, the Supreme Court of Dela- 
ware adhered to that doctrine, but ordered that the plaintiffs be admitted 
to the white schools because of their superiority to the Negro schools. 

The plaintiffs contend that segregated public schools arc not “equal” and 
cannot be made “equal,” and that hence they are deprived of the equal pro- 
tection of the laws. Because of the obvious importance of the question pre- 
sented, the Court took jurisdiction. Argument was heard in the 1952 Term, 
and reargument was heard this Term on certain questions propounded by 
the Court. , 

Reargument was largely devoted to the circumstances surrounding the 
adoption of the Fourteenth Amendment in 1868. It covered exhaustively con- 
sideration of the Amendment in Congress, ratification by the states, then 
existing practices, in racial segregation, and the views of proponents and 

• From Brown v. Topeka, Briggs v. Eliott, Davis v. Prince Edward County, Cebhart v. Belton, 
Bolling V. Sharpe, 347 U. S. 483 (i954)* 
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op|X)ncnts of the Amendment. This discussion and our own investigation 
convince us that, although these sources cast some light, it is not enough to 
res(jlvc the problem with which we are faced. At best, they are inconclusive. 
The most avid proponents of the post-War Amendments undoubtedly in- 
tended them to remove all legal distinctions among “all persons born or 
naturalized in the United States.” Their opponents, just as certainly, were 
antagonistic to both the letter and the spirit of the Amendments and wished 
them to have the most limited effect. What others in Congress and the state 
legislatures had in mind cannot be determined with any degree of certainty. 

An additional reason for the inconclusive nature of the Amendment’s his- 
tory, with respect to segregated schools, is the status of public education at 
that time. In the South, the movement toward free common schools, sup- 
ported by general taxation, had not yet taken hr)ld. Education of white chil- 
dren was largely in the hands of private groups. Education of Negroes was 
almost nonexistent, and practically all of the race were illiterate. In fact, any 
education of Negroes was forbidden by law in some states. Today, 41 con- 
trast, many Negroes have achieved outstanding success in the arts and sci- 
ences as well as in the business and professional world. It is true that public 
education had already advanced further in the North, but the effect of the 
Amendment on Northern States was generally ignored in the congressional 
debates. Even in the North, the conditions of public education did not ap- 
proximate those existing today. The curriculum was usually rudimentary; 
ungraded schools were common in rural areas; the school term was but three 
months a year in many states; and compulsory school attendance was vir- 
tually unknown. As a consequence, it is not surprising that there should be 
so little in the history of the Fourteenth Amendment relating to its intended 
effect on public education. 

In the first cases in this Court construing the Fourteenth Amendment, 
decided shortly after its adoption, the Court interpreted it as proscribing 
all state-imposed discriminations against the Negro race. The doctrine of 
“separate but equal” did not make its appearance in this Court until 1896 in 
the case of Plessy v. Ferguson, supra, involving not education but transpor- 
tation. American courts have since labored with the doctrine for over half a 
century. In this Court, there have been six cases involving the “separate but 
equal” doctrine in the field of public education. In Cumming v. County 
Board of Education, 175 U. S. 528, and Gong Lum v. Rice, 275 U. S. 78, the 
validity of the doctrine itself was not challenged. In more recent cases, all 
on the graduate school level, inequality was found in that specific benefits 
enjoyed by white students were denied to Negro students of the same educa- 
tional qualifications. Missouri ex rel. Gaines v. Canada, 305 U. S. 337; Sipuel 
v. Oklahoma, 332 U. S. 631; Sweatt v. Painter, 339 U. S. 629; McLaurin v. 
Oklahoma State Regents, 339 U. S. 637. In none of these cases was it neces- 
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sary to re-cxaminc the doctrine to grant relief to the Negro plaintiff. And in 
Su/eatt V. Painter, supra, the Court expressly reserved decision on the ques- 
tion whether Plessy v. Ferguson should be held inapplicable to public edu- 
cation. 

In the instant cases, that question is directly presented. Here, unlike Sweats 
V. Painter, there are findings below that the Negro and white schools in- 
volved have been equalized, or arc being equalized, with respect to buildings, 
curricula, qualifications and salaries of teachers, and other “tangible” factors. 
Our decision, therefore, cannot turn on merely a comparison of these tangi- 
ble factors in the Negro and white schools involved in each of the cases. We 
must look instead to the effect of segregation itself on public education. 

In approaching this problem, we cannot turn the clock back to 1868 when 
the Amendment was adopted, or even to 1896 when Plessy v. Ferguson was 
written. We must consider public education in the light of its full develop- 
ment and its present place in American life throughout the Nation. Only 
in this way can it be determined if segregation in public schools deprives 
these plaintiffs of the equal protection of the laws. 

Today, education is perhaps the most important function of state and local 
governments. Compulsory school attendance laws and the great expendi- 
tures for education both demonstrate our recognition of the importance of 
education to our democratic society. It is required in the performance of our 
most basic public responsibilities, even service in the armed forces. It is the 
very foundation of good citizenship. Today it is a principal instrument in 
awakening the child to cultural values, in preparing him for later profes- 
sional training, and in helping him to adjust normally to his environment. 
In these days, it is doubtful that any child may reasonably be expected to 
succeed in life if he is denied the opportunity of an education. Such an 
opportunity, where the state has undertaken to provide it, is a right which 
must be made available to all on equal terms. 

We come then to the question presented: Does segregation of children in 
public schools solely on the basis of race, even though the physical facilities 
and other “tangible” factors may be equal, deprive the children of the minor- 
ity group of equal educational opportunities.^ We believe that it does. 

In Sweats v. Painter, supra, in finding that a segregated law school for 
Negroes could not provide them equal educational opportunities, this Court 
relied in large part on “those qualities which arc incapable of objective meas- 
urement but which make for greatness in a law school.” In McLaurin v. 
Oklahoma State Regents, supra, the Court, in requiring that a Negro ad- 
mitted to a white graduate school be treated like all other students, again 
resorted to intangible considerations: “. . . his ability to study, to engage in 
discussions and exchange views wit’.i other students, and, in general, to learn 
his profession.” Such considerations apply with added force to children in 
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grade and high schools. To separate them from others of similar age and 
qualifications solely because of their race generates a feeling of inferiority as 
to their status in the community that may affect their hearts and minds in a 
way unlikely ever to be undone. The effect of this separation on their edu- 
cational opportunities was well stated by a finding in the Kansas case by a 
court which nevertheless felt compelled to rule against the Negro plaintiffs: 

Segregation of white and colored children in public schools has a detri- 
mental effect upon the colored children. The impact is greater when it 
has the sanction of the law; for the policy of separating the races is usually 
interpreted as denoting the inferiority of the Negro group. A sense of 
inferiority affects the motivation of a child to learn. Segregation with the 
sanction of law, therefore, has a tendency to retard the educational and 
mental development of Negro children and to deprive them of some of 
the benefits they would receive in a racially integrated school system. 

Whatever may have been the extent of psychological knowledge at the time 
of Plessy V. Ferguson, this finding is amply supported by modern authority. 
Any language in Plessy v. Ferguson contrary to this finding is rejected. 

We conclude that in the field of public education the doctrine of “separate 
but equal” has no place. Separate educational facilities are inherently un- 
equal. Therefore, we hold that the plaintiffs and others similarly situated 
for whom the actions have been brought are, by reason of the segregation 
complained of, deprived of the equal protection of the laws guaranteed by 
the Fourteenth Amendment. This disposition makes unnecessary any discus- 
sion whether such segregation also violates the Due Process Clause of the 
Fourteenth Amendment. 

Because these are class actions, because of the wide applicability of this 
decision, anti because of the great variety of local conditions, the formulation 
of deciees in these cases presents problems of considerable complexity. On 
reargument, the consideration of appropriate relief was necessarily subordi- 
nated to the primary question — the constitutionality of segregation in public 
education. We have now announced that such segregation is a denial of the 
equal protection of the laws. In order that we may have the full assistance 
of the parties in formulating decrees, the cases will be restored to the docket, 
and the parties arc requested to present further argument on Questions 4 
and 5 previously propounded by the Court for the reargument this Term. 
The Attorney General of the United States is again invited to participate. 
The Attorneys General of the states requiring or permitting segregation in 
public education will also be permitted to appear as amici curiae upon re- 
quest to do so by September 15, 1954, and submission of briefs by October i, 
* 954 - 


It is so ordered. 
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This case [Bolling v. Sharpe] challenges the validity of segregation in the 
public schools of the District of Columbia. The petitioners, minors of the 
Negro race, allege that such segregation deprives them of due process of law 
under the Fifth Amendment. They were refused admission to a public school 
attended by white children solely because of their race. They sought the aid 
of the District Court for the District of Columbia in obtaining admission. 
That court dismissed their complaint. We granted a writ of certiorari before 
judgment in the Court of Appeals because of the importance of the consti- 
tutional question presented. 344 U. S. 873. 

We have this day held that the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth 
Amendment prohibits the states from maintaining racially segregated public 
schools. The legal problem in the District of Columbia is somewhat differ- 
ent, however. The Fifth Amendment, which is applicable in the District of 
Columbia, does not contain an equal protection clause as does the Fourteenth 
Amendment which applies only to the states. But the concepts of equal pro- 
tection and due process, both stemming from our American ideal of fair- 
ness, are not mutually exclusive. The “equal protection of the laws” is a 
more explicit safeguard of prohibited unfairness than “due process of law,” 
and, therefore, we do not imply that the two are always interchangeable 
phrases. But, as this Court has recognized, discrimination may be so unjusti- 
fiable as to be violative of due process. 

Classifications based solely upon race must be scrutinized with particular 
care, since they are contrary to our traditions and hence constitutionally sus- 
pect. As long ago as 1896, this Court declared the principle “that the Con- 
stitution of the United States, in its present form, forbids, so far as civil and 
political rights are concerned, discrimination by the General Government, 
or by the States, against any citizen because of his race.” And in Buchanan v. 
Warley, 245 U. S. 60, the Court held that a statute which limited the right 
of a property owner to convey his property to a person of another race was, 
as an unreasonable discrimination, a denial of due process of law. 

Although the Court has not assumed to define “liberty” with any great 
precision, that term is not confined to mere freedom from bodily restraint. 
Liberty under law extends to the full range of conduct which the individual 
is free to pursue, and it cannot be restricted except for a proper governmental 
objective. Segregation. in public education is not reasonably related to any 
proper governmental objective, and thus it imposes on Negro children of 
the District of Columbia a burden that constitutes an arbitrary deprivation 
of their liberty in violation of the Due Process Clause. 

In view of our decision that the Constitution prohibits the states from 
maintaining racially segregated public schools, it would be unthinkable that 
the same Q)nstitution would impose a lesser duty on the Federal Govern- 
ment. We hold that racial segregation in the public schools of the District of 
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Columbia is a denial of the due process of law guaranteed by the Fifth 
Amendment to the Constitution. 

For the reasons set out in Brown v. Board oj Education, this case will be 
restored to the docket for reargument on Questions 4 and 5 previously pro- 
pounded by the Court. 345 U. S. 972. 

It is so ordered. 
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THE POLITICS OF PESSIMISM 


Fundamental political attitudes reach below the 
level of conscious and articulate expression, and stem from one’s whole per- 
sonality. Typical structures of personality are reflected in correspondingly 
typical approaches to politics: a general inclination to look at the world op- 
timistically leads to a radically different political temper from that of the ha- 
bitual pessimist. Democracy, anarchy, individualism, and socialism are var- 
ied expressions of an essentially optimistic faith: that man can reform; that 
progress is possible and within practical reach; that the burden of history can 
be overcome by the liberating and uplifting force of reason; and that, finally, 
the range of human possibilities has hardly been perceived. Conversely, the 
pessimist sees man as incapable of progressive improvement, denies the very 
idea of progress as a criterion of human development, and is impressed with 
the helplessness of reason and principles in the face of historically evolved 
reality. Where the optimist tends to look into the future in the thought of 
what might happen, the pessimist turns his eyes backward into the past and 
is overawed by what has happened. Few political writers have been pure 
pessimists or pure optimists; nevertheless, most have tended to stress an ap- 
proach to politics that is predominantly optimi'^tic or preponderantly pessi- 
mistic. 

The philosophers of political pessimism have always sought to justify their 
general point of view by declaring themselves the only true “realists,” as con- 
trasted with the illusionary and Utopian wishful thinking of the optimists. 
The first clearly formulated theory of politics from such a “realistic” and 
profoundly pessimistic starting point was Machiavelli’s The Prince (1513). 
The whole pre-Machiavellian tradition of political speculation had concerned 
itself primarily with the purposes and aims of the state. Machiavelli was the 
first writer of the modern age who was interested in political means and 
techniques rather than in political ideals and objectives. Before him, political 
power was assumed to be a means itself — ^a means in the service of a higher 
end, such as justice, faith in God, or freedom. Machiavelli reversed this 
whole tradition of classical antiquity and of the Middle Ages by postulating 
power as the end to be sought and maintained, and confining himself to an 
analysis of the means that are best suited to the conquest and retention of 
political power. He thus separated the age-old connection between morals 

VS 
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and politics, and made politics amoral, if not immoral. This Machiavellian 
hypothesis of the autonomous validity of politics as a separate and distinct 
sphere of life has been one of the most revolutionary events in the intellectual 
history of the West. Much that is labeled “Machiavellian" can hardly be at- 
tributed to Machiavelli himself. He was much less Machiavellian than most 
of his admirers or, despite their verbal protestations, many of his detractors. 
Yet, although the meaning of an idea may have been originally different 
from the effects it eventually produced, there is, in a deeper sense, a connec- 
tion between meaning and effect. 

Machiavelli’s pessimism is reflected in his conviction that moral considera- 
tions may be laudable in themselves, but that the practical statesman cannot 
afford the luxury of living up to them: “For how we live is so far removed 
from how we ought to live, that he who abandons what is done for what 
ought to be done, will rather learn to bring about his own ruin than his pres- 
ervation.” In the struggle between political rulers, Machiavelli says, “there 
are two methods of fighting, the one by law, the other by force: the first 
method is that of men, the second of beasts; but as the first method is often 
insufficient, one must have recourse to the second. It is therefore necessary 
for a prince to know well how to use both the beast and the man.” Specifi- 
cally, the ruler must imitate the fox and the lion, “for the lion cannot protect 
himself from traps, and the fox cannot defend himself from wolves.” Should 
a ruler keep faith? Machiavelli admits that everybody knows how “laudable" 
it is for a ruler to do so. However, in the world of actual politics such laudable 
intentions may be irreconcilable with expediency and interest: “Therefore, a 
prudent ruler ought not to keep faith when by doing so it would be against 
his interest, and when the reasons which made him bind himself no longer 
exist. If men were all good, this precept would not be a good one; but as they 
are bad, and would not observe their faith with you, so you are not bound to 
keep faith with them.” Machiavelli thus takes an essentially pessimistic view 
of human nature. Political methods of the Renaissance were ha-dly known 
for their humanitarian mellowness; death by poison or the silent dagger— not 
to speak of bribery and coercion — was a mere technical detail in the execution 
of a political program. Leaders of the churches acted in as unholy and ruth- 
less a fashion as mundane rulers, with the result that it was not unnatural 
for Machiavelli, as for many of his contemporaries, to become permeated 
with a mood of skepticism, not to say pessimism and outright cynicism. Un- 
like Fascist and Nazi ideologists later on, Machiavelli never praised immor- 
ality for its own sake, nor did he raise nihilism to the pinnacle of worldly 
wisdom. Prudence and moderation saved him from such extremism, as much 
as lack of these qualities doomed some of the later would-be Machiavellis to 
disaster. In particular, Mussolini might have pondered over Machiavelli’s 
warning that, in planning aggressive warfare, “a prince ought never to make 
common cause with one more powerful than himself.” 
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While MachiavcUi was not antidemocratic in the sense that h( was opposed 
to democratic forms of government on principle (in The Discourses, pub- 
lished in 1521, he sympathetically discussed republicanism), the general tem- 
per of The Prince, in particular, is imbued with psychological and intellec- 
tual elements that do not fit into the democratic way 0^ life. Like other 
“realists” after him, he identified all too readily certain methods and tech- 
niques of naked power politics with the whole of political reality, and thus 
failed to grasp that ideas and ideals, too, can, if properly mobilized, become 
potent facts, even decisive weapons, in the struggles for political survival. 
History is a vast graveyard filled with the corpses of great realists like 
Napoleon, William II, Hitler, and Mussolini, to mention but a few notorious 
realists of recent record. 

Thomas Hobbes was, like Machiavelli, the child of an age of struggle, dis- 
cord, and civil war. His Leviathan (1651) is evidence of the quest for a theory 
of the state that could guarantee peace and security for its members. These 
may not be the highest aims for a society in normal times, but the Leviathan 
was published in the early part of Cromwell’s stern rule, only two years after 
the English had beheaded their king. When there is no peace, peace seems 
the greatest end. 

In the fashion of his time, Hobbes starts out with a description of the state 
of nature, and how men live in it. He finds three principal causes of quarrel: 
competition, diffidence, and glory. This state of nature is, according to 
Hobbes, a continual war or threat of war of every man against every man. 
Force and fraud, “the two cardinal virtues” in war, flourish in that atmos- 
phere of perpetual fear and strife. There is no “mine” and “thine,” there arc 
no arts, no letters, no amenities of civilized living, and, “which is worst of 
all,” there is “continual fear and danger of violent death; and the life of man, 
solitary, poor, nasty, brutish, and short.” This pessimistic account of man’s 
character and conduct in the state of nature is in sharp contrast with Locke’s 
conception. Locke insists that in the state of nature, too, men are guided by 
reason and arc obliged to abide by the rules of natural law, whereas Hobbes 
denies all that, because the “notions of right and wrong, justice and injustice” 
have no place in a condition that knows no law nor a common power to en- 
force it. 

Locke, like Hobbes, urged the necessity of civil government to be set up 
by a joint compact; but whereas Locke assumed that men ordinarily abide 
by reasonable and decent standards of conduct, so that the state is required 
only for the “marginal” cases of violations of law and reason, Hobbes consid- 
ered strife and war the rule rather than the exception in uncontrolled human 
intercourse. This is why Hobbes advocated the sovereign state, strong and 
unassailable against enemies from within or without, while Locke was satis- 
fied with a state that could best justify itself by making itself as unnecessary 
as possible. 
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The sovereign power in the Hobbesian state is “incommunicable and in- 
separable.” Hobbes attacked any institution that could weaken the omnipo- 
tence of the state, such as the division of power, the principle of mixed gov- 
ernment, liberty of the subject, or the right of the individual to challenge 
the wisdom or legality of the sovereign’s actions. To strengthen his author- 
ity, the sovereign should not permit the growth of groups and associations 
that intervene between the individual and the state. In one special chapter 
Hobbes listed a catalog of the causes that weaken or tend to the dissolution of 
the stale. In it, he attacked with particular irony and vehemence the “poison- 
ous doctrine” that “every private man is judge of good and evil actions,” and 
that “whatsoever a man does against his conscience, is sin.” Against these 
“seditious doctrines” Hobbes demanded unqualified obedience of the sub- 
ject. 

One important aspect of Hobbes’ political thought is his doctrine of the 
relationships between natural and civil law. Since the Stoics, the conception 
has never died out in the Western tradition of law and government that 
civil (or positive) law is derived from, and inferior to, a higher law, a “law 
behind the law” — the law of nature. In the Bible, too, the law of the kings 
and princes is held to be subordinate, and responsible, to the law of God. 
This Stoic-Jewish-Christian approach to the validity of civil law has had civ- 
ilizing effects on the Western world, because it has always reminded rulers 
that there is still a higher law above their edicts and commands, be that 
higher law founded on reason or divine revelation. By contrast, Hobbes is op- 
posed to carrying the search for the validity of the law beyond the formal 
source of the legal sovereign. There can be, according to Hobbes, no unjust 
law, no law that is wrong, because laws “are the rules of just and unjust.” 
As to the relations between natural law and civil law, Hobbes maintained 
that they “contain each other.” Specifically, the law of nature is not really law 
at all, but only “qualities that dispose men to peace and obedience.” Hobbes 
lists equity, justice, gratitude, and “other moral virtues” as the laws of nature. 
But these qualities arc not true law, because, before the slate is established, 
there is no authority to decide finally which idea of the law is binding. In 
practice, therefore, the law of nature is, according to Hobbes, nothing but a 
set of general principles of the civil law; the main formal difference is the fact 
that the civil law is written, whereas the law of nature is unwritten. Thus 
Hobbes sought to sweep away the doctrine of natural law from the theory of 
the state; with the insight of genius he correctly foresaw the revolutionary 
implications of natural law ideas as they became manifest only a century later 
in the American and French revolutions. Locke, too, admitted the revolu- 
tionary possibilities of the doctrine of natural law, but, unlike Hobbes, he 
was not too frightened by that prospect. 

The complex character of Hobbes’ political ideas puzzled critics and com- 
mentators from the most varied camps. The conservatives who believed in 
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legitimate monarchy abhorred the fact that Hobbes was little interested in 
the divine right of monarchs and was solely concerned with the pragmatic 
issue of elective government, regardless of the source of authority. Conserva- 
tives of a religious observance charged Hobbes with atheism, because he sub- 
ordinated the church, like all other associations, to the sovereign state. Mor- 
ally neutral, Hobbes believed that tyrants should be punished by God but 
not by their subjects, and he enjoined all true believers to follow Christ into 
martyrdom, if their conscience conflicted with the commands of the sover- 
eign. Finally, Hobbes has consistently encountered opposition among the ad- 
vocates of parliamentary government and limited governmental authority. 
Since the last group developed into the dominant tradition in England and 
the United States, there has been no Hobbesian school in English and Ameri- 
can political thought. 

By contrast, Hobbes’ influence in Germany and, under Fascism, in Italy 
has been very considerable. As a spokesman for the “strong state” he has al- 
ways appealed to the traditional CJerman schools of political thought, as well 
as to the more recent representatives of Italian Fascism. Yet the attempt to 
claim Hobbes as one of the precursors of Nazism and Fascism ts more un- 
tenable than would appear from a cursory glance at some key phrases in the 
Leviathan. First, government is set up, according to Hobbes, by compact 
among the ruled. This contractual foundation alone is anathema to the Nazi 
or Fascist: in their political mythology, the origin and foundation of the state 
is to be sought in the Voll{sgeist, the people’s spirit, rather than in deliberate 
creation. The Nazis and Fascists attack the contractual theory of the state, 
because contract implies mutuality of some sort, and, more important still, 
there can be no contract without consent. Democracy is government by con 
sent. Second, Hobbes assigns to the state a prosaic business: to maintain ordei 
and security for the body of citizens. By contrast, the aim of the Nazi 01 
Fascist state is the glory of the German master race, or the revival of the Ro 
man empire. Third, the Hobbesian state is authoritarian, whereas the Nazi 01 
Fascist state is totalitarian. Authority in the Hobbesian state is mostly concen- 
trated in the political sphere, and in it alone. The sovereign will normally 
permit his subjects “the liberty to buy and sell, and otherwise contract with 
one another, to choose their own abode, their own diet, their own trade of 
life, and institute their children as they themselves think fit; and the like ” 
The Hobbesian assumption of economic laissez faire hardly fits into the 
Nazi-Fascist pattern of a rigidly planned economy. Similarly, the Hobbesian 
freedom to bring up one’s children was hardly reflected in the “Hitler- 
Youth” in Germany or the “Balilla” youth organization in Fascist Italv. The 
Nazi-Fascist state is totalitarian, inasmuch as it seeks to regulate and control 
man’s life, by force if necessary, in all its aspects. Fourth, Hobbes recognizes 
that the sovereign may be one man, or “an assembly of men, whereas 
Nazism and Fascism support the dogma of the leadership principle. Hobbes 
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preferred monarchy for practical reasons, but he was free from the mystical 
dogmatism that endowed Nazi and Fascist leaders with alleged charismatic 
and prophetic gifts. The Hobbesian sovereign is a top administrator and law- 
giver, but not a top rabble rouscr, spellbinder, or Fuehrer. Fifth, Hobbes rec- 
ognizes that war is one of the two main reasons (the first being the danger of 
internal disorder) why men are driven to set up a state. But whenever he 
speaks of war, it is defensive war only, and there is no glorification of war, let 
alone of aggressive war, in the Leviathan. By contrast, Nazis and Fascists 
have looked upon war as something highly desirable, and on expansive, im- 
perialist war as the highest form of national life. Also, Hobbes, the English 
bourgeois, prefers “commodious living” to the Nazi-Fascist doctrine of liv- 
ing dangerously.” Finally, the Hobbesian state does not completely swallow 
the individual: “A man cannot lay down the right of resisting them that as- 
sault him by force to take away his life.” Since the purpose of political so- 
ciety is the preservation and protection of man’s life, Hobbes recognizes the 
inalienable right of the individual to resist when his life is at stake, because 
“man by nature chooses the lesser evil, which is danger of death in resisting, 
rather than the greater, which is certain and present death in not resisting.” 
For a long time, this Hobbesian caveat seemed unimportant, because the sanc- 
tity of human life was universally accepted. But when millions of people 
were put to death in gas chambers and concentration camps by a state, the 
Hobbe.sian stress on the integrity of human life acquired new meaning. 

All this should not create the impression that Hobbes was a democrat in 
di.sguisc. He was not. But the Hobbesian state is neither the modern demo- 
cratic state nor the Nazi-Fascist state; it can be found in modern times in 
countries that possess social and economic conditions not too dissimilar from 
seventeenth-century England — some nations in Latin America, Southeastern 
Europe, and Asia. The dictatorships in Latin America in the nineteenth and 
twentieth centuries, such as that of General Porfirio Diaz in Mexico, approx- 
imated very closely to the Hobbesian state; society was still in a precapitalist 
or, at best, early capitalist phase. Economic laissez faire was mingled in such 
countries with a strong political power, possibly a dictatorship. But that dic- 
tatorship was authoritarian, and not totalitarian. In cultural, educational, 
and social matters it was often very lenient. By comparison with an ad- 
vanced democracy, the Hobbesian state may appear dictatorial enough. By 
comparison with twentieth-century totalitarianism of the Nazi-Fascist kind, 
it is a vision of refined political civilization. 

What detracts from the effective impact of Machiavelli and Hobbes is that 
their basically pessimistic views about the nature of man, especially the com- 
mon man, arc almost too coldly scientific and analytically objective. In the 
works of Edmund Burke, particularly in his later writing, antidemocratic 
political pessimism is couched in thought and language that arc an arresting 
mixture of poetry, philosophy, and religious mysticism, all suffused with a 
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penetrating sense of practical wisdom. No wonder, then, that Burke’s state- 
ment of his political creed, particularly as expressed in his Reflections on the 
Revolution in France (1790), should have remained, to this day, the biblc of 
conservatives and moderate antidemocrats. Burke denied the validity of the 
pivotal tenet of democracy: that only the governed have the right to deter- 
mine who is to govern, and, secondly, that all votes are, politically, equal. He 
opposed this democratic method as an “arithmetic” devoid of practical mean- 
ing, and thought of representation in terms of historic interests, such as the 
Lords, the Commons, the monarchy, the Established Church, rather than 
in terms of the individual. There is something medieval in his idea that man 
is politically significant, not as an individual citizen, but solely as a member 
of a group to which he belongs socially or economically. This theory of cor- 
porate representation was also supported by Hegel, and found its perverted 
expression more recently in the “corporate state” of the Nazi-Fascist type. 

Burke was liberal enough not to desire the oppression of persons of low 
station in life, like hairdressers and working tallow chandlers, provided 
they stayed in their place: “Such descriptions of men ought not to suffer op- 
pression from the state; but the state suffers oppression, if such as they, either 
individually or collectively, are permitted to rule.” Because of his firm convic- 
tion that wealth and aristocracy were the repositories of political wisdom and 
experience, he stubbornly ridiculed those who saw in the “rotten boroughs” 
and in stringent suffrage qualifications impediments to parliamentary gov- 
ernment. The system of representation, that he advocated, and that brought 
England near the brink of revolution, was adjudged by Burke to be “ade- 
quate to all the purposes for which a representation of the people can be 
desired or devised.” In the field of religion, too, he believed in a preferred 
position for one church, the Established Church, and suspected radical demo- 
crats of atheistic leanings; he saw in religion a force that taught men to look 
at nature and society with a sense of awe and reverence rather than with in- 
quisitive analytical curiosity. 

The faith of the French revolutionaries in the creative potentialities of rea- 
son provoked Burke to scathing denunciations of the revolutionarics-nas meta- 
physicians and ruthless logicians. By stressing the value of historical experi- 
ence as well as the claims of circumstance, Burke sought to delimit more 
narrowly the boundaries within which reason could operate freely. He was 
skeptical about innovations unless “models and patterns of approved utility 
were before the eyes of the reformers. In the French Revolution he saw only 
the violence and terror incidental to civil war, but failed to see its constructive 
aims and achievements. By constantly referring to the past, Burke sought to 
convince his contemporaries that France before 1789 was an ably and justly 
governed country, and that radical change would therefore be disastrous. In 
this, he idealized the past as much as he feared the future. 

“Prescription” and “inheritance” are two key words that appear often in 
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Burke’s writings. Both connote the id^a of continuity, of slow growth, and 
both stress the evolutionary aspect of political institutions rather than the 
problem of their moral and ethical worth. Specifically, he applied these two 
terms to the issue of property (dealt with more fully below in Chapter X), 
the inequalities of which he candidly associated with political and social in- 
equalities. While Burke never reached the Hegelian sanctification of the ex- 
isting (“What is rational is actual and what is actual is rational”), his strong 
sense of the past, crimbined with his religious mysticism, especially in his 
later years, tended to endow the existing with value solely because it exists. In 
his cautious attitude toward reason, in his exaltation of feeling and imagina- 
tion, he exercised a lasting influence on conservative thought in England and 
the United States, as well as on the great exponents of anti-democratic 
thought in (iei many and France, such as Hegel and De Maistre. 

Yet, when all is said and done, no reader of the Reflections can escape the 
impact of a mature and imaginative nnind: “The nature of man is intricate; 
the objects of society are of the greatest possible complexity: and therefore 
no simple disposition or direction of power can be suitable either to man’s 
nature, or to the c|uality of his affairs.” Bismarck defined politics as “the art 
of the possible," and this is one of the guiding principles of Burke’s think- 
ing on politics. Whether one accepts the basic tenets of his political philoso- 
phy or not, one finds on almost every page of the Reflections epigrammatic 
and aphoristic gems of wisdom and observation, which make the work a per- 
petual source of inspiiation even tor those who feel more optimistic about 
the possibilities of democracy than Burke did. 


INICCOLO MACHIAVELLI 


1 . The JJon and the Fifx* 

OF THE THINGS FOR WHICH MEN, AND ESPECIALLY PRINCES, 
ARE PRAISED OR BLAMED 

It now remains to lie seen wh.it are the methods and rules for a prince as 
regards his subjects and friends. And as I know that many have written of 
this, 1 fear that my writing alx)ui it may be deemed presumptuous, differing 
as I do, especially in this matter, from the opinions of others. But my inten- 
tion being to write something of use to those who understand, it appears to 

• Fu)in NkcoIvi The Prime (1513). Modern Library edition. By peimi&sion o£ 

R.in()i>tn Hou'e. n. 
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me more proper to go to the real truth of the matter than to Its imagination; 
and many have imagined republics and principalities which have never been 
seen or known to exist in reaJity; for how we live is so far removed from how 
we ought to live, that he who abandons what is done for what ought to be 
done, will rather learn to bring about his own ruin than his preservation, A 
man who wishes to make a profession of goodness in everything must nec- 
essarily come to grief among so many who are not good. Therefore it is nec- 
essary for a prince, who wishes to maintain himself, to learn how not to be 
good, and to use this knowledge and not use it, according to the necessity of 
the case. 

Leaving on one side, then, those things which concern only an imaginary 
prince, and speaking of those that are real, I state that all men, and especially 
princes, who are placed at a greater height, are reputed for certain qualities 
which bring them either praise or blame. Thus one is considered liberal, an- 
other misero or miserly (using a Tuscan term, seeing that ai/aro with us still 
means one who is rapaciously acquisitive and misero one who makes grudg- 
ing use of his own) ; one a free giver, another rapacious; one cruel, another 
merciful; one a breaker of his word, another trustworthy; one effeminate 
and pusillanimous, another fierce and high-spirited; one humane, another 
haughty; one lascivious, another chaste; one frank, another astute; one hard, 
another easy; one serious, another frivolous; one religious, another a non- 
believer, and so on. I know that every one will admit that it would be highly 
praiseworthy in a prince to possess all the above-named qualities that are 
reputed good, but as they cannot all be possessed or observed, human condi- 
tions not permitting of it, it is necessary that he should be prudent enough to 
avoid the scandal of those vices which would lose him the state, and guard 
himself if possible against those which will not lose it him, but if not able 
to, he can indulge them with less scruple. And yet he must not mind incur- 
ring the scandal of those vices, without which it would be difficult to save 
the state, for if one considers well, it will be found that some things which 
seem virtues would, if followed, lead to one’s ruin, and some others which ap 
pear vices result in one’s greater security and wellbeing. 

OF LIBERALITY AND NIGGARDLINESS 

Beginning now with the first qualities above named, I say that it would be 
well to be considered liberal; nevertheless liberality such as the world under- 
stands it will injure you, because if used virtuously and in the proper way, 
it will not be known, and you will incur the disgrace of the contrary vice. But 
one who wishes to obtain the reputation of liberality among men must not 
omit every kind of sumptuous display, and to such an extent that a prince of 
this character will consume by such means all his resources, and will be at last 
compelled, if he wishes to maintain his name for liberality, to impose heavy 
taxes on his people, become extortionate, and do everything possible to ob- 
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tain money. This will make his subjects begin to hate him, and he will be 
little esteemed being poor, so that having by this liberality injured many and 
benefited but few, he will feel the first little disturbance and be endangered 
by every peril. If he recognizes this and wishes to change his system, he in- 
curs at once the charge of niggardliness. 

A prince, therefore, not being able to exercise this virtue of liberality with- 
out risk if it be known, must not, if he be prudent, object to be called miserly. 
In course of time he will be thought more liberal, whei. it is seen that by his 
parsimony his revenue is sufficient, that he can defend himself against those 
who make war on him, and undertake enterprises without burdening his 
people, so that he is really liberal to all those from whom he docs not take, 
who are infinite in number, and niggardly to all to whom he docs not give, 
who are few. In our times we have seen nothing great done except by those 
who have been esteemed niggardly; the others have all been ruined. Pope 
Julius II, although he had made use of a reputation for liberality in order to 
attain the papacy, did not seek to retain it afterwards, so that he might be able 
to wage war. The present King of France has carried on so many wars with- 
out imposing an extraordinary tax, because his extra expenses were covered 
by the parsimony he had so long practised. The present King of Spain, if he 
had been thought liberal, would not have engaged in and been successful 
in so many enterprises. 

For these reasons a prince must care little for the reputation of being a 
miser, if he wishes to avoid robbing his subjects, if he wishes to be able to 
defend himself, to avoid becoming poor and contemptible, and not to be 
forced to become rapacious; this niggardliness is one of those vices which 
enable him to reign. If it is said that Caesar attained the empire through 
liberality, and that many others have reached the highest positions through 
being liberal or being thought so, I would reply that you are either a prince 
already or else on the way to become one. In the first case, this liberality is 
harmful; in the second, it is certainly necessary to be considered liberal. Cae- 
sar was one of those who wished to attain the mastery over Rome, but if after 
attaining it he had lived and had not moderated his expenses, he would 
have destroyed that empire. And should any one reply that there have been 
many princes, who have done great things with their armies, who have been 
thought extremely liberal, I would answer by saying that the prince may 
either spend his own wealth and that of his subjects or the wealth of others. 
In the first case he must be sparing, but for the rest he must not neglect to be 
very liberal. The liberality is very necessary to a prince who marches with 
his armies, and lives by plunder, sack and ransom, and is dealing with the 
wealth of others, for without it he would not be followed by his soldiers. And 
you may be very generous indeed with what is not the property of yourself 
or your subjects, as were Cyrus, Carsar, and Alexander; for tpendi% die 
Wealth of others will not diminish your reputation, but increase it, only 
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spending your own resources will injure you. There is nothing which de- 
stroys itself so much as liberality, for by using it you lose the power of using 
it, and become either poor and despicable, or, to escape poverty, rapacious 
and hated. And of all things that a prince must guard against, the most im- 
portant are being despicable or hated, and liberality will lead you to one or 
other of these conditions. It is, therefore, wiser to have the name of a miser, 
which produces disgrace without hatred, than to incur of necessity the name 
of being rapacious, which produces both disgrace and hatred. 

OF CRUELTY AND CLEMENCY, AND WHETHER IT IS 
BETTER TO BE LOVED OR FEARED 

Proceeding to the other qualities before named, I say that every prince must 
desire to be considered merciful and not cruel. He must, however, take care 
not to misuse this mercifulness. Cesare Borgia was considered cruel, but his 
cruelty had brought order to the Romagna, united it, and reduced it to 
peace and fealty. If this is considered well, it will be seen that he was really 
much more merciful than the Florentine people, who, to avoid the name of 
cruelty, allowed Pistoia to be destroyed. A prince, therefore, must not mind 
incurring the charge of cruelty for the purpose of keeping his subjects united 
and faithful; for, with a very few examples, he will be more merciful than 
those who, from excess of tenderness, allow disorders to arise, from whence 
spring bloodshed and rapine; for these as a rule injure the whole commu- 
nity, while the executions carried out by the prince injure only individuals. 
And of all princes, it is impossible for a new prince to escape the reputation 
of cruelty, new states being always full of dangers. Wherefore Virgil through 
the mouth of Dido says: 

Res dura, et regni novitas me talia cogunt 
Moliri, et late fines custode tueri. 

Nevertheless, he must be cautious in believing and acting, and must not be 
afraid of his own shadow, and must proceed in a temperate ‘manner with 
prudence and humanity, so that too much confidence does not render him in- 
cautious, and too much diffidence does not render him intolerant. 

From this arises the question whether it is better to be loved more than 
feared, or feared more than loved. The reply is, that one ought to be both 
feared and loved, but as it is difficult for the two to go together, it is much 
safer to be feared than loved, if one of the two has to be wanting. For it may 
be said of men in general that they are ungrateful, voluble, dissemblers, 
anxious to avoid danger, and covetous of gain; as long as you benefit thetn, 
they are entirely yours; they offer you their blood, their goods, their life, and 
their diildren, as I have before said, when the necessity is temote; btit Whch 
it ap^rcraehes, they revolt. And the prince Who has telied solely on their word, 
Withdiit milcikg other pfeparatiohs, is mined; for the friendship Which is 
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gained by purchase and not through grandeur and nobility of spirit is 
bought but not secured, and at a pinch is not to be expended in your service. 
And men have less scruple in offending one who makes himself loved 
than one who makes himself feared; for love is held by a chain of obligation 
which, men being selfish, is broken whenever it serves their purpose; but 
fear is maintained by a dread of punishment which never fails. 

Still, a prince should make himself feared in such a way that if he does 
not gain love, he at any rate avoids hatred; for fear and the absence of hatred 
may well go together, and will be always attained by one who abstains from 
interfering with the property of his citizens and subjects or with their 
women. And when he is obliged to take the life of any one, let him do so 
when there is a proper justification and manifest reason for it; but above all 
he must abstain from taking the property of others, for men forget more easily 
the death of their father than the loss of their patrimony. Then also pretexts 
for seizing property arc never wanting, and one who begins to live by rapine 
will always find some reason for taking the goods of others, whereas causes 
for taking life are rarer and more fleeting. 

But when the prince is with his army and has a large number of soldiers 
under his control, then it is extremely necessary that he should not mind be- 
ing thought cruel; for without this reputation he could not keep an army 
united or disposed to any duty. Among the noteworthy actions of Hannibal 
is numbered this, that although he had an enormous army, composed of men 
of all nations and fighting in foreign countries, there never arose any dissen- 
sion either among them or against the prince, either in good fortune or in 
bad. This could not be due to anything but his inhuman cruelty, which to- 
gether with his infinite other virtues, made him always venerated and 
terrible in the sight of his soldiers, and without it his other virtues would 
not have sufficed to produce that effect. Thoughtless writers admire on the 
one hand his actions, and on the other blame the principal cause of them. 

And that it is true that his other virtues would not have sufficed may be 
seen from the case of Scipio (famous not only in regard to his own times, but 
all times of which memory remains), whose armies rebelled against him in 
Spain, which arose from nothing but his excessive kindness, which allowed 
more licence to the soldiers than was consonant with military discipline. 
He was reproached with this in the senate by Fabius Maximus, who called 
him a corrupter of the Roman militia. Locri having been destroyed by one of 
Scipio’s officers was not revenged by him, nor was the insolence of that 
officer punished, simply by reason of his easy nature; so much so, that some 
one wishing to excuse him in the senate, said that there were many men who 
knew rather how not to err, than how to correct the errors of others. This 
di$^>osition would in time have tarnished the fame and glory of Scipio had 
he persevered in it under the empire, but living under the rule of the senate 
this harmful quality was not only concealed but became a glory to him. . 
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I conclude, therefore, with regard to being feared and loved, that men love 
at their own free will, but fear at the will of the prince, and that a wise 
prince must rely on what is in his power and not on what is in the power 
of others, and he must only contrive to avoid incurring hatred, as has been 
explained. 

IN WHAT WAY PRINCES MUST KEEP FAITH 

How laudable it is for a prince to keep good faith and live with integrity, 
and not with astuteness, every one knows. Still the experience of our times 
shows those princes to have done great things who have had little regard for 
good faith, and have been able by astuteness to confuse men’s brains, and 
who have ultimately overcome those who have made loyalty their founda- 
tion. 

You must know, then, that there are two methods of fighting, the one by 
law, the other by force: the first method is that of men, the second of beasts; 
but as the first method is often insufficient, one must have recourse to the 
second. It is therefore necessary for a prince to know well how to use both 
the beast and the man. This was covertly taught to rulers by ancient writ- 
ers, who relate how Achilles and many others of those ancient princes were 
given to Chiron the centaur to be brought up and educated under his dis- 
cipline. The parable of this semi-animal, semi-human teacher is meant to 
indicate that a prince must know how to use both natures, and that the one 
without the other is not durable. 

A prince being thus obliged to know well how to act as a beast must imi- 
tate the fox and the lion, for the lion cannot protect himself from traps, and 
the fox cannot defend himself from wolves. One must therefore be a fox to 
recognize traps, and a lion to frighten wolves. Those that wish to be only 
lions do not understand this. Therefore, a prudent ruler ought not to keep 
faith when by so doing it would be against his interest, and when the reasons 
which made him bind himself no longer exist. If men were all good, this 
precept would not be a good one; but as they are bad, and would not observe 
their faith with you, so you are not bound to keep faith with them. Nor have 
legitimate grounds ever failed a prince who wished to show colourable ex- 
cuse for the non-fulfilment of his promise. Of this one could furnish an in- 
finite number of modern examples, and show how many times peace has been 
broken, and how many promises rendered worthless, by the faithlessness of 
princes, and those that have been best able to imitate the fox have suc- 
ceeded best. But it is necessary to be able to disguise this character well, and 
to be a great feigner and dissembler; and men are so simple and so ready to 
obey present necessities, that one who deceives will always find those who al- 
low themselves to be deceived. 

I will only mention one modern instance. Alexander VI did nothmg else 
but deceive men, he thought of nothing else, and found the occasion for it, 
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no man was ever more able to give assurances, or affirmed things with 
stronger oaths, and no man observed them less; however, he always suc- 
ceeded in his deceptions, as he well knew this aspect of things. 

It is not, therefore, necessary for a prince to have all the above-named qual- 
ities, but it is very necessary to seem to have them. I would even be bold to 
say that to possess them and always to observe them is dangerous, but to ap- 
pear to possess them is useful. Thus it is well to seem merciful, faithful, hu- 
mane, sincere, religious, and also to be so; but you must have the mind so 
disposed that when it is needful to be otherwise you may be able to change 
to the opposite qualities. And it must be understood that a prince, and es- 
pecially a new prince, cannot observe all those things which are considered 
good in men, being often obliged, in order to maintain the state, to act against 
faith, against charity, against humanity, and against religion. And, therefore, 
he must have a mind disposed to adapt itself according to the wind, and as 
the variations oi fortune dictate, and, as I said before, not deviate from what 
is good, if possible, but be able to do evil if constrained. 

A prince must take great care that nothing goes out of his mouth which is 
not full of the above-named five qualities, and, to see and hear him, he should 
seem to he all mercy, faith, integrity, humanity, and religion. And nothing is 
more necessary than to seem to have this last quality, for men in general 
judge more by the eyes than by the hands, for every one can see, but very 
few have to feel. Everybody sees what you appear to be, few feel what you 
are, and those few will not dare to oppose themselves to the many, who have 
the majesty of the state to defend them; and in the actions of men, and es- 
pecially of princes, from which there is no appeal, the end justifies the means. 
Let a prince therefore aim at conquering and maintaining the state, and 
the means will always be judged honourable and praised by every one, 
for the vulgar is always taken by appearances and the issue of the event; and 
the world consists only of the vulgar, and the few who arc not vulgar arc 
isolated when the many have a rallying point in the prince. A certain prince 
of the present time, whom it is well not to name, never does anything but 
preach peace and good faith, but he is really a great enemy to both, and either 
of them, had he observed them, would have lost him state or reputation on 
many occasions. 

HOW A PRINCE MUST ACT IN ORDER TO GAIN A REPUTATION 

Nothing causes a prince to be so much esteemed as great enterprises and 
giving proof of prowess. We have in our own day Ferdinand, King of Ara- 
gon, the present King of Spain. He may almost be termed a new prince, be- 
cause from a weak king he has become for fame and glory the first king 
in Christendom, and if you regard his actions you will find them all very 
great and some of them extraordinary. At the beginning of his reign he as- 
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sailed Granada, and that enterprise was the foundation of his state. At 
first he did it at his leisure and without fear of being interfered with; he kept 
the minds of the barons of Castile occupied in this enterprise, so that thinking 
only of that war they did not think of making innovations, and he thus 
acquired reputation and power over them without their being aware of it. 
He was able with the money of the Church and the people to maintain his 
armies, and by that long war to lay the foundations of his military power, 
which afterwards has made him famous. Besides this, to be able to undertake 
greater enterprises, and always under the pretext of religion, he had recourse 
to a pious cruelty, driving out the Moors from his kingdom and despoiling 
them. No more miserable or unusual example can be found. He also attacked 
Africa under the same pretext, undertook his Italian enterprise, and has 
lately attacked France; so that he has continually contrived great things, 
which have kept his subjects’ minds uncertain and astonished, and occupied 
in watching their result. And these actions have arisen one out of the other, 
so that they have left no time for men to settle down and act against him. 

It is also very profitable for a prince to give some outstanding example 
of his greatness in the internal administration, like those related of Messer 
Bernabo of Milan. When it happens that some one does something extraordi- 
nary, either good or evil, in civil life, he must find such means of rewarding 
or punishing him which will be much talked about. And above all a prince 
must endeavour in every action to obtain fame for being great and excellent. 

A prince is further esteemed when he is a true friend or a true enemy, 
when, that is, he declares himself without reserve in favour of some one or 
against another. This policy is always more useful than remaining neutral. 
For if two neighbouring powers come to blows, they are either such that if 
one wins, you will have to fear the victor, or else not. In either of these two 
cases it will be better for you to declare yourself openly and make war, be- 
cause in the first case if you do not declare yourself, you will fall a prey to the 
victor, to the pleasure and satisfaction of the one who has been defeated, 
and you will have no reason nor anything to defend you and nobody to re- 
ceive you. For, whoever wins will not desire friends whom he suspects and 
who do not help him when in trouble, and whoever loses will not receive you 
as you did not take up arms to venture yourself in his cause. 

Antiochus went to Greece, being sent by the i^tolians to expel the Romans. 
He sent orators to the Achaeians who were friends of the Romans to encour- 
age them to remain neutral; on the other hand the Romans persuaded them 
to take up arms on their side. The matter was brought before the council of 
the Achaeians for deliberation, where the ambassador of Antiochus sought 
to persuade them to remain neutral, to which the Roman ambassador re- 
plied: ‘As to what is said that is bi ^t and most useful for your state not to 
meddle in our war, nothing is further from the truth; for if you do not med- 
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in it you will become, without any favour or any reputation, the prize of the 
victor/ 

And it will always happen that the one who is not your friend will want 
you to remain neutral, and the one who is your friend will require you to 
declare yourself by taking arms. Irresolute princes, to avoid present dangers, 
usually follow the way of neutrality and are mostly ruined by it. But when 
the prince declares himself frankly in favour of one side, if the one to whom 
you adhere conquers, even if he is powerful and you remain at his discretion, 
he is under an obligation to you and friendship has been established, and 
men arc never so dishonest as to oppress you with such a patent ingratitude. 
Moreover, victories are never so prosperous that the victor does not need to 
have some scruples, especially as to justice. But if your ally loses, you are 
sheltered by him, and so long as he can, he will assist you; you become the 
companion of a fortune which may rise again. In the second case, when those 
who fight are such that you have nothing to fear from the victor, it is still 
more prudent on your part to adhere to one; for you go to the ruin of one with 
the help of him who ought to save him if he were wise, and if he conquers he 
rests at your discretion, and it is impossible that he should not conquer with 
your help. 

And here it should be noted that a prince ought never to make common 
cause with one more powerful than himself to injure another, unless necessity 
forces him to it, as before said; for if he wins you rest in his power, and 
princes must avoid as much as possible being under the will and pleasure 
of others. The Venetians united with France against the Duke of Milan, 
although they could have avoided that alliance, and from it resulted their 
own ruin. But when one cannot avoid it, as happened in the case of the Flor- 
entines when the Pope and Spain went with their armies to attack Lom- 
bardy, then the prince ought to join for the above reasons. Let no state believe 
that It can always follow a safe policy, rather let it think that all are doubtful. 
Ihis is found in the nature of things, that one never tries to avoid one diffi- 
culty without running into another, but prudence consists in being able to 
know the nature of the difficulties, and taking the least harmful as good. 

prince must also show himself a lover of merit, give preferment to the 
able, and honour those who excel in every art. Moreover he must encourage 
his citi/cns to follow their callings quietly, whether in commerce, or agricul- 
ture, or any other trade that men follow, so that this one shall not refrain 
from improving his possessions through fear that they may be taken from 
him, aiul that one from starting a trade for fear of taxes; but he should offer 
rcwarils to whoever docs these things, and to whoever seeks in any way ro 
improve his city or state. Besides this, he ought, at convenient seasons of the 
year, to keep the people occupied with festivals and shows; and as every 
city is divided either into guilds or into classes, he ought to pay attention to 
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all these groups, mingle with them from time to time, and give them an ex- 
ample of his humanity and munificence, always upholding, however, the 
majesty of his dignity, which must never be allowed to fail in anything what- 
ever. 


THOMAS HOBBES 


2. The Sovereign State* 


Nature has made men so equal in the faculties of the body and mind, 
as that though there be found one man sometimes manifestly stronger in 
body, or of quicker mind than another, yet when all is reckoned together, the 
difference between man and man is not so considerable, as that one man can 
thereupon claim to himself any benefit to which another may not pretend 
as well as he. For as to the strength of body, the weakest has strength 
enough to kill the strongest, either by secret machination, or by confederacy 
with others that arc in the same danger with himself. 

And as to the faculties of the mind, setting aside the arts grounded upon 
words, and especially that skill of proceeding upon general and infallible 
rules, called science, which very few have, and but in few things, as being not 
a native faculty, born with us, nor attained, as prudence, while we look 
after somewhat else, I find yet a greater equality among men than that 
of strength. For prudence is but experience, which equal time equally be- 
stows on all men in those things they equally apply themselves unto. That 
which may perhaps make such equality incredible is but a vain conceit of 
one’s own wisdom, which almost all men think they have in a greater degree 
than the vulgar; that is, than all men but themselves, and a few others, 
whom by fame, or for concurring with themselves, they approve. For such is 
the nature of men, that howsoever they may acknowledge many others to be 
more witty, or more eloquent, or more learned, yet they will hardly believe 
there be many so wise as themselves; for they sec their own wit at hand, 
and other men’s at a distance. But this proves rather that men arc in that 
point equal, than unequal. For there is not ordinarily a greater sign of the 
equal distribution of any thing, than that every man is contented with his 
share. 

•From Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan (1651;. Spelling and punctuation have been modernized 
for this selection. 
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From this equality of ability arises equality of hope in the attaining of 
our ends. And therefore if any two men desire the same thing, which never- 
theless they cannot both enjoy, they become enemies; and in the way to their 
end, which is principally their own conservation, and sometimes their delec- 
tation only, endeavour to destroy or subdue one another. And from hence it 
comes to pass, that where an invader has no more to fear, than another man’s 
single power, if one plant, sow, build, or possess a convenient seat, others 
may probably be expected to come prepared with forces united, to dispossess 
and deprive him, not only of the fruit of his labour, but also of his life, or lib- 
erty. And the invader again is in the like danger of another. 

And from this diffidence of one another, there is no way for any man to 
secure himself, so reasonable, as anticipation; that is, by force, or wiles, to 
master the persons of all men he can, so long, till he sees no other power 
great enough to endanger him; and this is no more than his own conserva- 
tion requires, and is generally allowed. Also because there be some that, tak- 
ing pleasure in contemplating their own power in the acts of conquest, which 
they pursue farther than their security requires, if others, that otherwise 
would be glad to be at ease within modest bounds, should not by invasion 
increase their power, they would not be able, long time, by standing only on 
their defence, to subsist. And by consequence, such augmentation of dominion 
over men being necessary to a man’s conservation, it ought to be allowed him. 

Again, men have no pleasure, but on the contrary a great deal of grief, in 
keeping company where there is no power able to over-awe them all. For 
every man lcK)ks that his companion should value him, at the same rate he 
sets upon himself; and upon all signs of contempt, or undervaluing, naturally 
endeavours, as far as he dares (which, among them that have no common 
power to keep them in quiet, is far enough to make them destroy each other), 
to extort a greater value from his contemners, by damage; and from others, 
by the example. 

So that in the nature of man, we find three principal causes of quarrel. 
First, competition; secondly, diffidence; thirdly, glory. 

The first makes men invade for gain; the second, for safety; and the third, 
for reputation. The first use violence, to make themselves masters of other 
men’s persons, wives, children, and cattle; the second, to defend them; the 
third, for trifles, as a word, a smile, a different opinion, and any other sign of 
undervalue, either direct in their persons, or by reflection in their kindred, 
their friends, their nation, their profession, or their name. 

Hereby it is manifest that, during the time men live without a common 
power to keep them all in awe, they are in that condition which is called 
war; and such a war, as is of every man against every man. For war consists 
not in battle only, or the act of fighting, but in a tract of time, wherein the 
will to contend by battle is sufficiently known; and therefore the notion of 
time is to be considered in the nature of war, as it is in the nature of weather. 
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For as the nature of foul weather lies not in a shower or two or rain, but in an 
inclination thereto of many days together, so the nature of war consists not 
in actual fighting, but in the known disposition thereto, during all the time 
there is no assurance to the contrary. All other time is peace. 

Whatsoever therefore is consequent to a time of war> where every man is 
enemy to every man, the same is consequent to the time wherein men live 
without other security than what their own strength, and their own inven- 
tion, shall furnish them withal. In such condition, there is no place for in- 
dustry, because the fruit thereof is uncertain; and consequently no culture of 
the earth; no navigation, nor use of the commodities that may be imported by 
sea; no commodious building; no instrument of moving, and removing, such 
things as require much force; no knowledge of the face of the earth; no ac- 
count of time; no arts; no letters; no society, and which is worst of all, con- 
tinual fear, and danger of violent death; and the life of man, solitary, poor, 
nasty, brutish, and short. 

It may seem strange to some man that has not well weighted these things 
that nature should thus dissociate, and render men apt to invade, and de- 
stroy one another; and he may therefore, not trusting to this inference, made 
from the passions, desire perhaps to have the same confirmed by experience. 
Let him therefore consider with himself: when taking a journey, he arms 
himself, and seeks to go well accompanied; when going to sleep, he locks his 
doors; when even in his house he locks his chests; and this when he knows 
there be laws, and public officers, armed, to revenge all injuries shall be done 
him; what opinion he has of his fellow-subjects, when he rides armed; of 
his fellow citizens, when he locks his doors; and of his children, and servants, 
when he locks his chests. Does he not there as much accuse mankind by 
his actions as I do by my words? But neither of us accuse man’s nature in it. 
The desire, and other passions of man, are in themselves no sin. No more 
are the actions that proceed from those passions, till they know a law that 
forbids them, which till laws be made they cannot know, nor can any law be 
made till they have agreed upon the person that shall make it. 

It may peradventure be thought there was never such a time, nor condition 
of war, as this; and I believe it was never generally so, over all the world; but 
there are many places where they live so now. For the savage people in many 
places of America, except the government of small families, the concord 
whereof depends on natural lust, have no government at all, and live at this 
day in that brutish manner, as I said before. Howsoever, it may be perceived 
what manner of life there would be, where there were no common power to 
fear, by the manner of life, which men that have formerly lived under a 
peaceful government used to degenerate into in civil war. 

But though there had never been any time wherein particular men were 
in a condition of war one against another, yet in all times, kings, and persons 
of sovereign authority, because of their independency, arc in continual jeah 
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ousics, and in the state and posture o£ gladiators, having their weapons point- 
ing, and their eyes fixed on one another; that is, their forts, garrisons, and 
guns upon the frontiers of their kingdoms, and continual spies upon their 
neighbours, which is a posture of war. But because they uphold thereby the 
industry of their subjects, there does not follow from it that misery which 
accompanies the liberty of particular men. 

To this war of every man against every man, this also is consequent: that 
nothing can be unjust. The notions of right and wrong, justice and injustice 
have there no place. Where there is no common power, there is no law: 
where no law, no injustice. Force and fraud are in war the two cardinal vir- 
tues. Justice and injustice are none of the faculties neither of the body nor^ 
mind. If they were they might be in a man that were alone in the world, as 
well as his senses, and passions. They are qualities that relate to men in soci- 
ety, not in solitude. It is consequent also to the same condition that there be 
no propriety, no dominion, no mine and thine distinct, but only that to be 
every man’s that he can get, and for so long as he can keep it. And thus much 
for the ill condition which man by mere nature is actually placed in, though 
with a possibility to come out of it, consisting partly in the passions, partly 
in his rea.son. 

The passions that incline men to peace are fear of death, desire of such 
things as are necessary to commodious living, and a hope by their industry 
to obtain them. And reason suggests convenient articles of peace, upon 
which men may be drawn to agreement. These articles are they which other- 
wise are called the laws of nature. 

A covenant not to defend myself from force, by force, is always void. 
For, as 1 have showed before, no man can transfer, or lay down, his right to 
save him.self from death, wounds, and imprisonment, the avoiding whereof 
is the only end of laying down any right; and therefore the promise of not 
resisting force, in no covenant transfers any right, nor is obliging. For though 
a man may covenant thus, unless I do so, or so, hill me, he cannot covenant 
thus, unless I do so, or so, / will not resist you when you come to hill me. For 
man by nature chooses the lesser evil, which is danger of death in resisting, 
rather than the greater, which is certain and present death in not resisting. 
And this IS granted to be true by all men, in that they lead criminals to execu- 
tion .md prison with armed men, notwithstanding that such criminals have 
consented to the law by which they are condemned. 

1 he final cause, end, or design of men who naturally love liberty and do- 
minion over others, in the introduction of that restraint upon themselves in 
which we see them live in commonwealths, is the foresight of their own pres- 
ervation and of a more contented life thereby; that is to say, of getting them- 
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selves out from that miserable condition of war which is necessarily conse- 
quent, as has been shown, to the natural passions of men, \s’hen there is no 
visible power to keep them in awe, and tie them by fear of punishment to the 
performance of their covenants and observation of the laws of nature. 

For the laws of nature, as justice, equity, modesty, mercy, and, in sum, 
doing to others, as we would be done to, of themselves, without the terror of 
some power to cause them to be observed, are contrary to our natural pas- 
sions that carry us to partiality, pride, revenge, and the like. And covenants, 
without the sword, are but words, and of no strength to secure a man at all. 
Therefore notwithstanding the laws of nature (which everyone has then 
kept, when he has the will to keep them, when he can do it safely), if there be 
no power erected, or not great enough for our security, every man will, and 
may, lawfully rely on his strength and art for caution against all other men. 
And in all places where men have lived by small families, to rob and spoil 
one another has been a trade, and so far from being reputed against the law 
of nature, that the greater spoils they gained, the greater was their honou; 
and men observed no other laws therein, but the laws of honour, that is, to 
abstain from cruelty, leaving to men their lives, and instruments of hus 
bandry. And as small families did then, so now do cities and kingdoms, 
which are but greater families, for their own security, enlarge their domin- 
ions upon all pretences of danger and tear of invasion or assistance that may 
be given to invaders, and endeavour as much as they can to subdue or 
weaken their neighbours, by open force and secret arts, for want of other 
caution, justly; and are remembered for it, in after ages with honour. 

It is true that certain living creatures, as bees and ants, live sociably one 
with another, which are therefore by Aristotle numbered among political 
creatures, and yet have no other direction than their particular judgments 
and appetites, nor speech whereby one of them can signify to another what 
he thinks expedient for the common benefit; and therefore some man may 
perhaps desire to know why mankind cannot do the same. To which I an- 
swer: 

First, that men are continually in competition for honour and dignity, 
which these creatures are not; and consequently among men there arises on 
that ground envy and hatred, and finally war; but among these not so. 

Secondly, that among these creatures the common good differs not from 
the private; and being by nature inclined to their private, they procure thereby 
the common benefit. But man, whose joy consists in comparing himself with 
other men, can relish nothing but what is eminent. 

Thirdly, that these creatures, having not, as man, the use of reason, do not 
see, nor think they sec, any fault i>. the administration of their common busi- 
ness, whereas among men there are very many that think thernsclves wiser 
and abler to govern the public better than the rest; and these strive to reform 
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and innovate, one this way, one that way, and thereby bring it into distraction 
and civil war. 

Fourthly, that these creatures, though they have some use of voice in mak- 
ing known to one another their desires and other affections, yet they want 
that art of words by which some men can represent to others that which is 
good, in the likeness of evil; and evil, in the likeness of good; and augment 
or diminish the apparent greatness of good and evil, discontenting men and 
troubling their peace at their pleasure. 

Fifthly, irrational creatures cannot distinguish between injury and dam- 
age, and therefore, as long as they be at ease, they arc not offended with 
their fellows: whereas man is then most troublesome, when he is most at case, 
for then it is that he loves to show his wisdom, and control the actions of them 
that govern the commonwealth. 

Lastly, the agreement of these creatures is natural; that of men is by cov- 
enant only, which is artificial; and therefore it is no wonder if there be some- 
what else required, besides covenant, to make their agreement constant and 
lasting, which is a common power to keep them in awe, and to direct their 
actions to the common benefit. 

The only way to erect such a common power, as may be able to defend 
them from tlic invasion of foreigners and the injuries of one another, and 
thereby secure them in such sort as that by their own industry and by the 
fruits of the earth they may nourish themselves and live contentedly, is to con- 
fer all their power and strength upon one man, or upon one assembly of men, 
that may reduce all their wills, by plurality of voices, unto one will: which is 
as much as to say, to appoint one man, or assembly of men, to bear their per- 
sons, and every one to own and acknowledge himself to be the author of 
whatsoever he that so bears their person shall act, or cause to be acted, in 
those things which concern the common peace and safety, and therein to 
submit their wills, every one to his will, and their judgments to his judg- 
ment. This is more than consent, or concord; it is a real unity of them all, in 
one and the same person, made by the covenant of every man with every man, 
in such manner as if every man should say to every man, I authorize and give 
up my right of governing myself, to this man, or to this assembly of men, on 
this condition, that thou give up thy right to him, and authorize all his 
actions in li/^e manner. This done, the multitude so united in one person 
is called a Commonwealth, in Latin, civitas. This is the generation of the 
great Leviathan, or rather, to speak more reverently, of that mortal god to 
which we owe, under the immortal God, our peace and defence. For by this 
authority, given him by every particular man in the commonwealth, he has 
the use of so much power and strength conferred on him that by terror 
thereof he is enabled to form the wills of them all, to peace at home, and mu- 
tual aid against their enemies abroad. And in him consists the essence of the 
commonwealth; which, to define it, is one person, of whose acts a great 
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multitude, by mutual covenants one with another, have mude themselves ev- 
ery one the author, to the end he may use the strength and means of them all, 
as he shall thin\ expedient, for their peace and common defence. 

And he that carries this person is called Sovereign, and said to have sover- 
eign power; and every one besides, his subject. 

The attaining to this sovereign power is by two ways. One, by natural 
force, as when a man makes his children to submit themselves and their 
children to his government, as being able to destroy them if they refuse, or 
by war subdues his enemies to his will, giving them their lives on that condi- 
tion. The other is when men agree among themselves to submit to some 
man, or assembly of men, voluntarily, on confidence to be protected by 
him against all others. This latter may be called a political commonwealth, 
or commonwealth by institution; and the former, a commonwealth by acqui- 
sition. 

The law of nature and the civil law contain each other, and are of equal ex- 
tent. For the laws of nature, which consist in equity, justice, gratitude, and 
other moral virtues on these depending in the condition of mere nature, as 
I have said before, are not properly laws, but qualities that dispose men to 
peace and obedience. When a commonwealth is once settled, then are they 
actually laws, and not before, as being then the commands of the common- 
wealth, and therefore also civil laws: for it is the sovereign power that obliges 
men to obey them. For in the differences of private men to declare what is 
equity, what is justice, and what is moral virtue, and to make them binding, 
there is need of the ordinances of sovereign power, and punishments to be or- 
dained for such as shall break them, which ordinances are therefore part 
of the civil law. The law of nature therefore is a part of the civil law in all 
commonwealths of the world. Reciprocally also, the civil law is a part of the 
dictates of nature. For justice, that is to say, performance of covenant, and 
giving to every man his own, is a dictate of the law of nature. But every sub- 
ject in a commonwealth has covenanted to obey the civil law, cither one with 
another, as when they assemble to make a common representative, or with 
the representative itself one by one, when subdued by the sword they promise 
obedience that they may receive life; and therefore obedience to the civil law 
is part also of the law of nature. Civil and natural law are not different kinds, 
but different parts of law; whereof one pait being written, is called civil, 
the other unwritten, natural. But the right of nature, that is, the natural 
liberty of man, may by the civil law be abridged and restrained : nay, the end 
of making laws is no other but such restraint, without the which there cannot 
possibly be any peace. And law was brought into the world for nothing else 
but to limit the natural liberty of particular men in such manner, as they 
might not hurt, but assist, one another and join together against a common 
enemy. 
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Though nothing can be immortal which mortals make, yet, if men had the 
use of reason they pretend to, their commonwealths might be secured at least 
from perishing by internal diseases. For by the nature of their institution they 
are designed to live as long as mankind, or as the laws of nature, or as justice 
itself which gives them life. Therefore when they come to be dissolved, not 
by external violence but intestine disorder, the fault is not in men, as they 
are the matter, but as they are the mailers and orderers of them. For men, as 
they become at last weary of irregular jostling and hewing one another, and 
desire with all their hearts to conform themselves into one firm and lasting 
edifice, so for want, both of the art of making fit laws to square their actions 
hy, and also of humility and patience to suffer the rude and cumbersome 
points of their present greatness to be taken off, they cannot without the help 
of a very able architect be compiled into any other than a crazy building, such 
as hardly lasting out their own time must assuredly fall upon the heads of 
their posterity. 

Among the infirmities therefore of a commonwealth, 1 will reckon in the 
first place those that arise from an imperfect institution, and resemble the dis- 
eases of a natural body which proceed from a defectuous procreation. 

Of which this is one, that a man, to obtain a kjn^dom, is sometimes content 
with less power than to the peace and defence of the commonwealth is neces- 
sarily required. From whence it comes to pass that when the exercise of the 
power laid by is for the public safety to be resumed, it has the resemblance 
of an unjust act, which disposes great numbers of men, when occasion is pre- 
sented, to rebel, in the same manner as the bodies of children, gotten by dis- 
eased parents, are subject either to untimely death or, to purge the ill quality 
derived from their vicious conception, breaking out into biles and scabs. And 
when kings deny themselves some such necessary power, it is not always, 
though sometimes, out of ignorance of what is necessary to the office they 
undertake, but many times out of a hope to recover the same again at their 
pleasure. Wherein they reason not well, because such as will hold them to 
their promises shall be maintained against them by foreign commonwealths, 
who in order to the good of their own subjects let slip few occasions to 
jveal^en the estate of their neighbours. So was Thomas Becket, archbishop of 
Canterbury, supported against Henry the Second by the Pope, the subjection 
of ecclesiastics to the commonwealth having been dispensed with by William 
the Conqueror at his reception, when he took an oath not to infringe the 
liberty of the church. And so were the barons, whose power was by William 
Rufus, to have their help in transferring the succession from his elder 
brother to himself, increased to a degree inconsistent with the sovereign 
power, maintained in their rebellion against king John, by the French. 

Nor does this happen in monarchy only. For whereas the style of the an- 
cient Roman commonwealth was The Senate and People of Rome, neithei 
senate nor people pretended to the whole power, which first caused the sedi- 
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tions of Tiberius Gracchus, Caius Gracchus, Lucius Satu ninus, and others, 
and afterwards the wars between the senate and the people, under Marius 
and Sylla; and again under Pompey and Caesar, to the extinction of their 
democracy, and the setting up of monarchy. 

The people of Athens bound themselves but from one only action, which 
was that no man on pain of death should propound the renewing of the 
war for the island of Salamis; and yet thereby, if Solon had not caused to be 
given out he was mad, and afterwards in gesture and habit of a madman, 
and in verse, propounded it to the people that flocked about him, they had 
had an enemy perpetually in readiness, even at the gates of their city; such 
damage, or shifts, are all commonwealths forced to that have their power 
never so little limited. 

In the second place, 1 observe the diseases of a commonwealth that proceed 
from the poison of seditious doctrines, whereof one is that every private man 
is judge of good and evil actions. This is true in the condition of mere nature, 
where there are no civil laws, and also under civil government in such cases 
as are not determined by the law. But otherwise, it is manifest that the meas- 
ure of good and evil actions is the civil law, and the judge the legislator who 
is always representative of the commonwealth. From this false df)ctrine, men 
are disposed to debate with themselves and dispute the commands of the 
commonwealth, and afterwards to obey or disobey them, as in their private 
judgments they shall think fit; whereby the commonwealth is distracted and 
weal{ened. 

Another doctrine repugnant to civil society is that whatsoever a man does 
against his conscience is sin, and it depends on the presumption of making 
himself judge of good and evil. For a man’s conscience and his judgment is 
the same thing, and as the judgment, so also the conscience may be errone- 
ous. Therefore, though he that is subject to no civil law sins in all he docs 
against his conscience, because he has no other rule to follow but his own 
reason, yet it is not so with him that lives in a commonwealth, because the law 
is the public conscience, by which he has already undertaken to be guided. 
Otherwise in such diversity as there is of private consciences, which are but 
private opinions, the commonwealth must needs be distracted, and no man 
dare to obey the sovereign power further than it shall seem good in his own 
eyes. 

It has been also commonly taught that faith and sanctity are not to be at- 
tained by study and reason, hut by supernatural inspiration or infusion. 
Which granted, I see not why any man should render a reason of his faith; or 
why every Christian should not be also a prophet; or why any man should 
take the law of his country, rather than his own inspiration, for the rule of his 
action. And thus we fall again in the fault of taking upon us to judge of good 
and evil, or to make judges of it such private men as pretend to be supernat- 
urally inspired to the dissolution of all civil government. Faith comes by 
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hearing, and hearing by those accidents which guide us into the presence 
of them that speak to us; which accidents are all contrived by God Almighty, 
and yet arc not supernatural, but only, for the great number of them that 
concur to every effect, unobservable. Faith and sanctity arc indeed riot very 
frequent; but yet they arc not miracles, but brought to pass by education, dis- 
cipline, correction, and other natural ways by which God works them in his 
elect, at such times as he thinks fit. And these three opinions, pernicious to 
peace and government, have in this part of the world proceeded chiefly 
from the tongues and pens of unlearned divines, who, joining the words of 
Holy Scripture together otherwise than is agreeable to reason, do what they 
can to make men think that sanctity and natural reason cannot stand 
together. 

A fourth opinion, repugnant to the nature of a commonwealth, is this, 
that he that has the sovereign power is subject to the civil laws. It is true that 
sovereigns are all subject to the laws of nature, because such laws be divine 
and cannot by any man, or commonwealth, be abrogated. But to those laws 
which the sovereign himself, that is, which the commonwealth makes, he is 
not subject. F'or to be subject to laws is to be subject to the commonwealth, 
that is, to the sovereign representative, that is to himself; which is not subjec- 
tion, but freedom from the laws. Which error, because it sets the laws above 
the sovereign, sets also a judge above him, and a power to punish him; 
which is to make a new sovereign; and again for the same reason a third, to 
punish the second; and so continually without end, to the confusion and dis- 
solution of the commonwealth. 

A fifth doctrine, that tends to the dissolution of a commonwealth, is that 
every private wan has an absolute propriety in his goods, such as excludes 
the right of the sovereign. Every man has indeed a propriety that excludes 
the right of every other subject; and he has it only from the sovereign power, 
without the protection whereof, every other man should have equal right to 
the same. But if the rigltt of the sovereign also be excluded, he cannot per- 
form the office they have pul him into, which is to defend them both from 
foreign enemies and from the injuries of one another; and consequently 
there is no longer a commonwealth. 

And if the propriety of subjects excludes not the right of the sovereign rep- 
resentative to their goods, much less to their offices of judicature, or execu- 
tion, in which they represent the sovereign himself. 

There is a sixth doctrine, plainly and directly against the essence of a 
commonwealth; and it is this, that the sovereign power may be divided. For 
what IS it to divide the power of a commonwealth, but to dissolve it; for 
powers divided mutually destroy each other. And for these doctrines men 
arc chiefly beholding to some of those that, making profession of the laws, en- 
deavour to make them depend upon their own learning and not upon the 
legislative power. 
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As there have been doctors that hold there be three souls in a man, so there 
be also that think there may be more souls, that is, more sovereigns than one, 
in a commonwealth, and set up a supremacy against the sovereignty, canons 
against laws, and a ghostly authority against the civil; working on the men’s 
minds with words and distinctions that of themselves signify nothing, but 
betray by their obscurity that there walks, as some tl'ink, invisibly another 
kingdom, as it were a kingdom of fairies, in the dark. Now seeing it is mani- 
fest that the civil power and the power of the commonwealth is the same 
thing, and that supremacy and the power of making canons and granting 
faculties implies a commonwealth, it follows that where one is sovereign, 
another supreme, where one can make laws, and another make canons, there 
must needs be two commonwealths, of one and the same subiects, which is a 
kingdom divided in itself and cannot stand. For notwithstanding the insig- 
nificant distinction of temporal and ghostly, they are still two kingdoms, and 
every subject is subject to two masters. For seeing the ghostly power chal- 
lenges the right to declare what is sin, it challenges by consequence to declare 
what is law, sin being nothing but the transgression of the lav. ; and again, 
the civil power challenging to declare what is law, every subject must obey 
two masters, who both will have their commands be observed as law; which 
is impossible. Or, if it be but one kingdom, either the civil, which is the 
power of the commonwealth, must be subordinate to the ghostly, and then 
there is no sovereignty but the ghostly; or the ghostly must be subordinate 
to the temporal, and then there is no supremacy but the temporal. When 
therefore these two powers oppose one another, the commonwealth cannot 
but be in great danger of civil war and dissolution. For the civil authority 
being more visible, and standing in the clearer light of natural reason, can- 
not choose but draw to it in all times a very considerable part of the people; 
and the spiritual, though it stand in the darkness of School distinctions and 
hard words, yet, because the fear of darkness and ghosts is greater than other 
fears, cannot want a party sufficient to trouble, and sometimes to destroy, a 
commonwealth. And this is a disease which not unfitly may be compared to 
the epilepsy, or falling sickness, which the Jews took to be one kind of posses- 
sion by spirits in the body natural. For as in this disease, there is an unnatural 
spirit, or wind, in the head that obstructs the roots of the nerves and, moving 
them violently, takes away the motion which naturally they should have 
from the power of the soul in the brain, and thereby causes violent and irreg- 
ular motions, which men call convulsions, in the parts; insomuch as he that is 
seized therewith falls down sometimes into the water, and sometimes into the 
fire, as a man deprived of his senses; so also in the body politic, when the 
spiritual power moves the members of a commonwealth by the terror of pun- 
ishments and hope of rewards, wliich are the nerves of it, otherwise than 
by the civil power, which is the soul of the commonwealth, they ought to 
be moved; and by strange and hard words suffocates their understanding, it 
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must needs thereby distract the people, and either overwhelm the com- 
monwealth with oppression, or cast it into the fire of a civil war. 

Sometimes also in the merely civil government there be more than one soul, 
as when the power of levying money, which is the nutritive faculty, has de- 
pended on a general assembly; the power of conduct and command, which is 
the motive faculty, on one man; and the power of making laws, which is 
the rational faculty, on the accidental consent, not only of those two, but also 
of a third; this endangers the commonwealth, sometimes for want of consent 
to good laws, but most often for want of such nourishment as is necessary 
to life and motion. For although few perceive that such government is not 
government, but division of the commonwealth into three factions, and call 
it mixed monarchy, yet the truth is that it is not one independent common- 
wealth but three independent factions, nor one representative person, but 
three. In the kingdom of God, there may be three persons independent, with- 
out breach of unity in (Jod that reigns; but where men reign that be subject 
to diversity of opinions, it cannot be so. And therefore if the king bear the 
person of the people, and the general assembly bear also the person of the peo- 
ple, and another assembly bear the person of a part of the people, they are not 
one person, nor one sovereign, but three persons, and three sovereigns. 


EDMUND BURKE 


3. Politics, History, Religion* 


You will observe, that from Magna Charta to the Declaration of Right, it 
has been the uniform policy of our constitution to claim and assert our liber- 
ties, as an entailed inheritance derived to us from our forefathers, and to be 
transmitted to our jiostcrity; as an estate specially belonging to the people of 
this kingdom, without any reference whatever to any other more general or 
prior right. By this means our constitution preserves an unity in so great a 
diversity of its parts. We have an inheritable crown; an inheritable peerage; 
and a House of Commons and a people inheriting privileges, franchises, and 
liberties, from a long line of ancestors. 

The policy appears to me to be the result of profound reflection; or rather 
the happy effect of following nature, which is wisdom without reflection, 
and above it. A spirit of innovation is generally the result of a selfish temper, 
and confined views. People will not look forward to posterity, who never 
• From Kdmund Burke, Reflections on the Revolution in France (1790). 
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look backward to their ancestors. Besides, the people of Euglaiid well know, 
that the idea of inheritance furnishes a sure principle of conservation, and a 
sure principle of transmission; without at all excluding ;• principle of im- 
provement. It leaves acquisition free; but it secures what <1 acquires. What- 
ever advantages are obtained by a state proceeding f»n these maxims, are 
locked fast as in a sort of family settlement; grasped as -n a kind of mortmain 
for ever. By a constitutional policy working after the pattern of nature, we 
receive, we hold, we transmit our government and our privileges, in the same 
manner in which we enjoy and transmit our property and our lives. The in- 
stitutions of policy, the goods of fortune, the gifts of Providence, are handed 
down to us, and from us, in the same course and order. Our political system 
is placed in a just correspondence and symmetry with the order of the world, 
and with the mode of existence decreed to a permanent body composed of 
transitory parts; wherein, by the disposition of a stupendous wisdom, mould- 
ing together the great mysterious incorporation of the human race, the 
whole, at one time, is never old, or middle-aged, or young, bur, in a condi- 
tion of unchangeable consistency, moves on through the varied tenor of per- 
petual decay, fall, renovation, and progression. Thus, by preserving the 
method of nature in the conduct of the state, in what we improve, we arc 
never w'holly new; in what we retain, we are never wholly obsolete. By ad- 
hering in this manner and on those principles to our forefathers, we arc 
guided not by the superstition of antiquarians, but by the spirit of philo- 
sophic analogy. In this choice of inheritance we have given to our frame of 
polity the image of a relation in blood; binding up the constitution of our 
country with our dearest domestic tics; adopting our fundamental laws into 
the bosom of our family affcctiops, keeping inseparable and cherishing with 
the warmth of all their combined and mutually reflected charities, our state, 
our hearths, our sepulchres, and our altars. 

Through the same plan of a conformity to nature in our artificial institu- 
tions, and by calling in the aid of her unerring and powerful instincts, to 
fortify the fallible and feeble contrivances of our reason, we have derived sev- 
eral other, and those no small benefits, from considering our liberties in the 
light of an inheritance. Always acting as if in the presence of canonized 
forefathers, the spirit of freedom, leading in itself to misrule and excess, is 
tempered with an awful gravity. This idea of a liberal descent inspires us 
with a sense of habitual native dignity, whicii prevents that upstart insolence 
almost inevitably adhering to and disgracing those who arc the first ac- 
quirers of any distinction. By this means our liberty becomes a noble freedom. 
It carries an imposing and majestic aspect. It has a pedigree and illustrating 
ancestors. It has its bearings and its ensigns armorial. It has its gallery of por- 
traits; its monumental inscriptions* its records, evidences, and titles. We pro- 
cure reverence to our civil institutions on the principle upon which nature 
teaches us to revere individual men: on account of their age, and on account 
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of those from whom they arc descended. All your sophisters cannot produce 
anything better adapted to preserve a rational and manly freedom than the 
course that we have pursued, who have chosen our nature rather than our 
speculations, our breasts rather than our inventions, for the great conserva- 
tories and magazines of our rights and privileges. 

France, by the perfidy of her leaders, has utterly disgraced the tone of leni- 
ent counsel in the cabinets of princes, and disarmed it of its most potent top- 
ics. She has sanctified the dark, suspicious maxims of tyrannous distrust; and 
taught kings to tremble at (what will hereafter be called) the delusive plausi- 
bilities of moral politicians. Sovereigns will consider those, who advise them 
to place an unlimited confidence in their people, as subverters of their 
thrones; as traitors who aim at their destruction, by leading their easy good- 
nature, under specious pretences, to admit combinations of bold and faith- 
less men into a participation of their power. This alone (if there were nothing 
else) is an irreparable calamity to you and to mankind. Remember that your 
parliament of Paris told your king, that, in calliilg the states together, he had 
nothing to fear but the prodigal excess of their zeal in providing for the sup- 
port of the throne. It is right that these men should hide their heads. It is right 
that they should bear their part in the ruin which their counsel has brought 
on their stjvcrcign and their country. Such sanguine declarations tend to lull 
authority asleep; to encourage it rashly to engage in perilous adventures of 
untried policy; to neglect those provisions, preparations and precautions, 
which distinguish benevolence from imbecility; and without which no man 
can answer for the salutary effect of any abstract plan of government or of 
freedom. For want of these, they have seen the medicine of the state cor- 
rupted into its poison. They have seen the French rebel against a mild and 
lawful monarch, with more fury, outrage, and insult, than ever any people 
has been known to rise against the most illegal usurper, or the most sangui- 
nary tyrant. I'heir resistance was made to conoessioD; their revolt was from 
protection; their blow was aimed at a hand holding out graces, favours, and 
immunities. 

This was unnatural. The rest b in order. They have hnind their punish- 
ment in their success. Laws overturned; tribunals subverted; industry with- 
out vigour; commerce expiring; the revenue unpaid, yet the people impover- 
ished; a church pillaged, and a state not rclicrvcci; dvil and military anarchy 
made the constitution of the kingdom; everything human and divine sacri- 
ficed to the idol of public credit, and nadonal bankruptcy the consequence; 
and, to crown all, the paper securities of new, precarious, toUeiing power, the 
discredited paper securities of impoverished fraud, and beggared rapine, held 
out as a currency for the support of the empire, in lieu of the two great recog • 
fiizccl species that represent the lasting, conven t i on al credit of mankind, 
which disappeared and hid themselves in the earth from whence they came, 
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when the principle of property, whose creatures and representatives they are, 
was systematically subverted. 

Were all these dreadful things necessary? Were they the inevitable results 
of the desperate struggle of determined patriots, compelled to wade through 
blood and tumult, to the quiet shore of a tranquil and prosperous liberty? 
No! nothing like it. The fresh ruins of France, which shock our feelings 
wherever we can turn our eyes, are not the devastation of civil war; they are 
the sad but instructive monuments of rash and ignorant counsel in time of 
profound peace. They are the display of inconsiderate and presumptuous, be- 
cause unresisted and irresistible authority. The persons who have thus squan- 
dered away the precious treasure of their crimes, the persons who have made 
this prodigal and wild waste of public evils (the last stake reserved for the 
ultimate ransom of the state) have met in their progress with little, or rather 
with no opposition at all. Their whole march was more like a triumphal 
procession, than the progress of a war. Their pioneers have gone before 
them, and demolished and laid everything level at their feet. Not one drop of 
their blood have they shed in the cause of the country they have ruined. 
They have made no sacrifices to their projects of greater consequence than 
their shoebuckles, whilst they were imprisoning their king, murdering their 
fellow-citizens, and bathing in tears, and plunging in poverty and distress, 
thousands of worthy men and worthy families. Their cruelty has not even 
been the base result of fear. It has been the effect of their sense of perfect 
safety, in authorizing treasons, robberies, rapes, assassinations, slaughters, 
and burnings, throughout their harassed land. But the cause of all was 
plain from the banning. 

This unforced choice, this fond election of evil, would appear perfectly un- 
accountable, if we did not consider the composition of the National Assem- 
bly; 1 do not mean its formal constitution, which, as it now stands, is excep- 
tional enough, but the materials of which, in a great measure, it is composed, 
which is of ten thousand times greater consequence than all the formalities 
in the world. If we were to know nothing of this assembly but by its title 
and function, no colours could paLit to the imagination anything more 
venerable. In that light the mind of an inquirer, subdued by sudi an awful 
image as that of the virtue and wisdom of a whole people collected into one 
focus, would pause and hesitate in amdenming things even of the very wont 
aspect. Instead of bhmabie, they would appear only mysterious. But no name; 
no power, no function, no artificial institution whosoever, can make the men 
of whom any system of authority is composed, any other than God, and na- 
ture, and education, and their habits life have made them. Capacities be- 
yond thffse the people have not to give. Virtue and wisdom may be the objects 
of their choice; but their choice confers neither the one nor the other* on those 
iqKm whom they lay their ordaining hands. They have not the engagement 
of nature, they have not the promise of revelation for any such powers. 
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After I had read over the list of the persons and descriptions elected into 
the Tiers Etat, nothing which they afterwards did could appear astonishing. 
Among them, indeed, I saw some of known rank; some of shining talents; 
but of any practical experience in the state, not one man was to be found. The 
best were only men of theory. But whatever the distinguished few may have 
been, it is the substance and mass of the body which constitutes its character, 
and must finally determine its direction. In all bodies, those who will lead, 
must also, in a considerable degree, follow. They must conform their propo- 
sitions to the taste, talent, and disposition, of those whom they wish to con- 
duct: therefore, if an assembly is viciously or feebly composed in a very great 
part of it, nothing but such a supreme degree of virtue as very rarely appears 
in the world, and for that reason cannot enter into calculation, will prevent 
the men of talents disseminated through it from becoming only the expert 
instruments of al)surd projects! If, what is the more likely event, instead of 
that unusual degree of virtue, they should be actuated by sinister ambition, 
and a lust of meretricious glory, then the feeble part of the assembly, to whom 
at first they conform, becomes in its turn the dupe and instrument of their 
designs. In this political traffic, the leaders will be obliged to bow to the ig- 
norance of their followers, and the followers to become subservient to the 
worst designs of their leaders. 

To secure any degree of sobriety in the propositions made by the leaders 
in any public assembly, they ought to respect, in some degree perhaps to fear, 
those whom they conduct. To be led any otherwise than blindly, the fol- 
lowers must be qualified, if not for actors, at least for judges; they must also 
be jiulges of natural weight and authority. Nothing can secure a steady and 
moderate conduct in such assemblies, but that the body of them should be 
respectably composed, in point of condition in life, of permanent property, 
of educatK)!!, and r)f such habits as enlarge and liberalize the understanding. 

In the calling of the statcs-general of France, the first thing that struck me, 
was a great depaiture from the ancient course. I found the representation 
for the third estate composed of six hundred persons. They were equal in 
number to the representatives of both the other orders. If the orders were 
to act separately, the number would not, beyond the consideration of the ex- 
pense, be of much moment. But when it became apparent that the orders 
were to he melted down into one, the policy and necessary effect of this nu- 
merous representation became obvious. A very small desertion from either of 
the two other orders must throw the power of both into the hands of the 
third. In fact, the whole power of the state was soon resolved into that body. 
Its due composition became therefore of infinitely the greater importance. 

Judge, sir, of my surprise, when I found that a very great proportion of 
the assembly (a majority, I believe, of the members who attended) was 
composed of practitioners in the law. It was composed, not of distinguished 
magistrates, who had given pledges to their country of their science, pru- 
dence, and integrity; not of leading advocates, the glory of the bar; not of re- 
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nowned professors in universities; — but for the far greater part, as it must in 
such a number, of the inferior, unlearned, mechanical, merely instrumental 
members of the profession. There were distinguished exceptions; but the 
general composition was of obscure provincial advocates, of stewards of petty 
local jurisdictions, country attorneys, notaries, and th' whole train of the 
ministers of municipal litigation, the fomenters and conductors of the petty 
war of village vexation. From the moment I read the list, I saw distinctly, 
and very nearly as it has happened, all that was to follow. 

The degree of estimation in which any profession is held becomes the 
standard of the estimation in which the professors hold themselves. What- 
ever the personal merits of many individual lawyers mignt have been, and in 
many it was undoubtedly very considerable, in that military kingdom no 
part of the profession had been much regarded, except the highest of all, 
who often united to their professional offices great family splendour, and 
were invested with great power and authority. These certainly were highly 
respected, and even with no small degree of awe. The next rank was not 
much esteemed; the mechanical part was in a very low degree of repute. 

Whenever the supreme authority is vested in a body so composed, it must 
evidently produce the consequence of supreme authority placed in the hands 
of men not taught habitually to respect themselves; who had no previous 
fortune in character at stake; who could not be expected to bear with moder- 
ation, or to conduct with discretion, a. power, which they themselves, more 
than any others, must be surprised to find in their hands. Who could flatter 
himself that these men, suddenly, and, as it were, by enchantment, snatched 
from the humblest rank of subordination, would not be intoxicated with 
their unprepared greatness.^ Who could conceive that men, who are habitu- 
ally meddling, daring, subtle, active, of litigious dispositions, and unquiet 
minds, would easily fall back into their old condition of obscure contention, 
and laborious, low, and unprofitable chicane? Who could doubt but that, at 
any expense to the state, of which they understood nothing, they must pur- 
sue their private interests, which they understood but too well? It was not 
an event depending on chance or contingency. It was inevitable; it was nec- 
essary; it was planted in the nature of things. They must join (if their ca- 
pacity did not permit them to lead) in any project which could procure to 
them a litigious constitution ; which could lay open to them those innumera- 
ble lucrative jobs, which follow in the train of all great convulsions and revo- 
lutions in the state, and particularly in all gieat and violent permutations of 
property. Was it to be expected that they would attend to the stability of prop- 
erty, whose existence had always depended upon whatever rendered prop- 
erty questionable, ambiguous, and insecure? Their objects would be enlarged 
with their elevation, but their disposition and habits, and mode of accom- 
plishing their designs, must remai;* the same. 

Well! but these men were to be tempered and restrained by other descrip- 
tions, of more sober minds, and more enlarged understandings. Were they 
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then to be awed by the super-eminent authority and awful dignity of a hand- 
ful of country clowns, who have seats in that assembly, some of whom are 
said not to be able to read and write? and by not a greater number of traders, 
who, though somewhat more instructed, and more conspicuous in the order 
of society, had never known anything beyond their countinghousc ? No! 
both these descriptions were more formed to be overborne and swayed by the 
intrigues and artifices of lawyers, than to become their counterpoise. With 
such a dangerous disproportion, the whole must needs be governed by 
them. To the faculty of law was joined a pretty considerable proportion of the 
faculty of medicine. This faculty had not, any more than that of the law, pos- 
sessed in France its just estimation. Its professors, therefore, must have the 
qualities of men not habituated to sentiments of dignity. But supposing they 
had ranked as they ought to do, and as with us they do actually, the sides of 
sick-beds are not the academies for forming statesmen and legislators. Then 
came the dealers in stocks and funds, who must be eager, at any expense, to 
change their ideal paper wealth for the more solid substance of land. To these 
were joined men of other descriptions, from whom as little knowledge of, 
or attention to, the interests of a great state was to be expected, and as little 
regard to the stability of any institution; men formed to be instruments, not 
controls. Such in general was the composition of the Tiers ^tat in the Na- 
tional Assembly; in which was scarcely to be perceived the slightest traces 
of what we call the natural landed interest of the country. 

The Chancellor of France, at the opening of the states, said, in a tone of 
oratorical flourish, that all occupations were honourable. If he meant only 
that no honest employment was disgraceful, he would not have gone be- 
yond the truth. But in asserting that anything is honourable, we imply some 
distinction in its favour. The occupation of a hair-dresser, or of a working 
tallow-chandler, cannot be a matter of honour to any person — to say nothing 
of a number of other more servile employments. Such descriptions of men 
ought not to suffer oppression from the state; but the state suffers oppression, 
if such as they, cither individually or collectively, are permitted to rule. 
In this you think you arc combating prejudice, but you arc at war with 
nature.' 

’ Ecclcsiasticus, chap, xxxviii. vcr. 24, 25. ‘The wisdom of a learned man cometh by oppor- 
tunity of leisure: and he that hath little business shall become wise,’ — ‘How can he get wisdom 
that holdeth the plough, and that glorieth in the goad; that driveth oxen; and is occupied in 
their labours: and whose talk is of bullocks?* 

Ver. 27. ‘So every carpenter and work-master that laboureth night and day,’ &c. 

Vcr. ti. ‘'I'hey shall not be sought for in public counsel, nor sit high in the congregation: 
they shall not sit on the judge’s seat, nor understand the sentence of judgment: they cannot 
declare justice and judgment, and they shall not be ^ound where parables are spoken.’ 

Ver. 34. ’But they will maintain the state of the world.’ 

I tlo not determine whether this book be canonical, as the Gallican Church (till lately) has 
considered it, or apocryphal, as here it is taken. I am sure it contains a great deal of sense and 
truth. 
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I see that your example is held out to shame us. I knotv that we are sup- 
posed a dull, sluggish race, rendered passive by finding our situation tolerable, 
and prevented by a mediocrity of freedom from ever attaining to its full per- 
fection. Your leaders in France began by affecting to admire, almost to adore, 
the British constitution; but, as they advanced, they came to look upon it 
with a sovereign contempt. The friends of your National Assembly 
amongst us have full as mean an opinion of what was formerly thought 
the glory of their country. The Revolution Society has discovered that the 
English nation is not free. They are convinced that the inequality in our rep- 
resentation is a “defect in our constitution so gross and palpable, as to make 
it excellent chiefly in form and theory!* * That a representation in the legisla- 
ture of a kingdom is not only the basis of all constitutional liberty in it, but 
of “all legitimate government; that without it a government is nothing but 
an usurpation"; — that “when the representation is partial, the kingdom pos- 
sesses liberty only partially; and if extremely partial, it gives only a sem- 
blance; and if not only extremely partial, but corruptly chosen, it becomes a 
nuisance" Dr. Price considers this inadequacy of representation as our fun- 
damental grievance; and though, as to the corruption of this semblance of 
representation, he hopes it is not yet arrived to its full perfection of depravity, 
he fears that “nothing will be done towards gaining for us this essential bless- 
ing, until some great abuse of power again provokes our resentment, or some 
great calamity again alarms our fears, or perhaps till the acquisition of a pure 
and equal representation by other countries, whilst we are mocked with the 
shadow, kindles our shame.” To this he subjoins a note in these words. “A 
representation chosen chiefly by the treasury, and a few thousands of the 
dregs of the people, who are generally paid for their votes.” 

You will smile here at the consistency of those democratists, who, when 
they are not on their guard, treat the humbler part of the community with 
the greatest contempt, whilst, at the same time, they pretend to make them 
the depositories of all power. It would require a long discourse to point out 
to you the many fallacies that lurk in the generality and equivocal nature of 
the terms “inadequate representation.” I shall only say here, in justice to that 
old-fashioned constitution, under which we have long prospered, that our 
representation has been found perfectly adequate to all the purposes for which 
a representation of the people can be desired or devised. I defy the enemies 
of our constitution to show the contrary. To detail the particulars in which 
it is found so well to promote its ends, would demand a treatise on our practi- 
cal constitution. I state here the doctrine of the revolutionists, only that you 
and others may see, what an opinion these gentlemen entertain of the consti- 
tution of their country, and why they seem to think that some great abuse of 
power, or some great calamity, as g'ving a chance for the blessing of a consti- 
tution according to their ideas, would be much palliated to their feelings; 

* ‘Discourse on the Love of Our Counuy,’ 3rd edit. p. 39. 
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you sec ti/hy they are so much enamoured of your fair and equal representa- 
tion, which being once obtained the same effects might follow. You see they 
consider our House of Commons as only “a semblance/’ “a form,” “a the- 
ory,” “a shadow,” “a mockery,” perhaps “a nuisance.” 

These gentlemen value themselves on being systematic; and not without 
reason. They must therefore look on this gross and palpable defect of repre- 
sentation, this fundamental grievance (so they call it) as a thing not only 
vicious in itself, but as rendering our whole government absolutely illegiti- 
mate, and not at all better than a downright usurpation. Another revolution, 
to get rid of this illegitimate and usurped government, would of course be 
perfectly justifiable, if not absolutely necessary. Indeed their principle, if you 
observe it with any attention, goes much further than to an alteration in the 
election of the House of Commons; for, if popular representation, or choice, 
is necessary to the legitimacy of all government, the House of Lords is, at one 
stroke, bastardized and corrupted in blood. That House is no representative 
of the people at all, even in ‘semblance or in form.* The case of the crown is 
altogether as bad. In vain the crown may endeavour to screen itself against 
these gentlemen by the authority of the establishment made on the Revolu- 
tion. 1 he Revolution which is resorted to for a title, on their system, wants 
a title itself. I he Revolution is built, according to their theory, upon a basis 
not more .solid than our j>rescnt formalities, as it was made by a House of 
Lords, not representing anyone but themselves; and a House of Commons 
exactly such as the present, that is, as they term it, by a mere ‘shadow and 
mockery of representation.’ 

Something they must de.sir()y, or they seem to themselves to exist for no 
purjiose. One .set is h)r destroying the civil power through the ecclesiastical; 
another tor ilemolishing the ecclesiastical through the civil. They are aware 
that the worst consequences might happen to the public in accomplishing 
this double ruin of church and state; but they are so heated with their theo- 
nes, that they give more than hints, that this ruin, with all the mischiefs that 
must lead to it and attend it, and which to themselves appear quite certain, 
won hi not be unacceptable to them, or very remote from their wishes. A man 
amongst them of great authority, and certainly of great talents, speaking of a 
supposed alliance between church and stale, says, “perhaps we must wait for 
the fall of the civtl powers before this most unnatural alliance be broken. 
Calamitous no doubt will that time be. But what convulsion in the political 
world ougdu to be a subject of lamentation, if it be attended with so desirable 
an clTect.^” You see with what a steady eye these gentlemen are prepared to 
view the greatest calamities which can befall their country. 

It IS no wonder therefore, that with these ideas of everything in their con- 
siitution and government at home, either in church or state, as illegitimate 
and usurped, or, at best as a vain mockery, they look abroad with an eager 
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and passionate enthusiasm. Whilst they are possessed by these notions, it is 
vain to talk to them of the practice of their ancestors, the fundamental laws 
of their country, the fixed form of a constitution, whose merits are confirmed 
by the solid test of long experience, and an increasing public strength and na- 
tional prosperity. They despise experience as the wisdom of unlettered men; 
and as for the rest, they have wrought under ground a mine that will blow 
up, at one grand explosion, all examples of antiquity, all precedents, charters, 
and acts of parliament. They have “the rights of men.” Against these there 
can be no prescription; against these no argument is binding: these admit no 
temperament, and no compromise: anything withheld from their full de- 
mand is so much of fraud and injustice. Against these their rights of men let 
no government look for security in the length of its continuance, or in the 
justice and lenity of its administration. The objections of these speculatists, 
if its forms do not quadrate with their theories, are as valid against such an 
old and beneficent government, as against the most violent tyranny, or the 
greenest usurpation. They are always at issue with governments, not on a 
question of abuse, but a question of competency, and a question of litlc. I 
have nothing to say to the clumsy subtlety of their political metaphysics. Let 
them be their amusement in the schools. — '‘Ilia fe jactet in aula — /Eolus, et 
caluso ventorum carcere But let them not break prison to burst like 

a Levanter, to sweep the earth with their hurricane, and to break up the 
fountains of the great deep to overwhelm us. 

Far am I from denying in theory, full as far is my heart from withholding 
in practice (if I were of power to give or to withhold) the real rights of men. 
In denying their false claims of right, I do not mean to injure those which are 
real, and are such as their pretended rights would totally destroy. If civil so- 
ciety be made for the advantage of man, all the advantages for which it is 
made become his right. It is an institution of beneficence; and law itself is 
only beneficence; acting by a rule. Men have a right to live by that rule; they 
have a right to do justice; as between their fellows, whether their fellows arc 
in politic function or in ordinary occupation. They have a right to the fruits 
of their industry; and to the means of making their industry fruitful. They 
have a right to the acquisitions of their parents; to the nourishment and 
improvement of their offspring; to instruction in life, and to consolation in 
death. Whatever each man can separately do, without trespassing upon oth- 
ers, he has a right to do for himself; and he has a right to a fair portion of all 
which society, with all its combinations of skill and force, can do in his fa- 
vour. In this partnership all men have equal rights; but not to equal things. 
He that has but five shillings in the partnership, has as good a right to it as 
he that has five hundred pounds has to his larger proportion. Hut he has not 
a right to an equal dividend in thf* product of the joint stock; and as to the 
share of power, authority, and direction which each individual ought to have 
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in the management of the state, that I must deny to be amongst the direct 
original rights of man in civil society; for I have in my contemplation the 
civil social man, and no other. It is a thing to be settled by convention. 

If civil society be the offspring of convention, that convention must be its 
law. That convention must limit and modify all the descriptions of consti- 
tution which arc formed under it. Every sort of legislature, judicial, or exec- 
utory power, are its creatures. They can have no being in any other state of 
things; and how can any man claim, under the conventions of civil society, 
rights which do not so much as suppose its existence.? — ^rights which are ab- 
solutely repugnant to it ? One of the first motives to civil society, and which 
becomes one of its fundamental rules, is, that no man should be judged in his 
own cause. By this each person has at once divested himself of the first fun- 
damental right of unconvenanted man, that is, to judge for himself and to 
assert his own cause. He abdicates all right to be his own governor. He in- 
clusively, in a great measure abandons the right of self-defence, the first law 
of nature. Men cannot enjoy the rights of an uncivil and of a civil state to- 
gether. That he may obtain justice, he gives up his right of determining what 
it is in points the most essential to him. That he may secure some liberty, he 
makes a surrender in trust of the whole of it. 

Government is not made in virtue of natural rights, which may and do ex- 
ist in total independence of it; and exist in much greater clearness, and in a 
much greater degree of abstract perfection; but their abstract perfection is 
their practical defect. By having a right to everything, they want everything. 
Government is a contrivance of human wisdom to provide for human wants. 
Men have a right that these wants should be provided for by this wisdom. 
Among these wants is to be reckoned the want, out of civil society, of a suffi- 
cient restraint upon their passions. Society requires not only that the passions 
of individuals should be subjected, but that even in the mass and body, as 
well as in the individuals, the inclinations of men should frequently be 
thwarted, their will controlled, and their passions brought into subjection. 
This can only be done by a power out of themselves; and not, in the exercise 
of its function, subject to that will and to those passions which it is its office 
to bridle and subdue. In this sense the restraints on men, as well as their lib- 
erties, are to be reckoned among their rights. But as the liberties and the re- 
strictions vary with times and circumstances, and admit of infinite modifica- 
tions, they cannot be settled upon any abstract rule; and nothing is so foolish 
as to discuss them upon that principle. 

The moment you abate anything from the full rights of men, each to gov- 
ern himself, and suffer any artificial, positive limitation upon those rights, 
from that moment the whole organization of government becomes a consid- 
eration of convenience. This it is which makes the constitution of a state, and 
the due distribution of its powers, a matter of the most delicate and compli- 
cated skill. It requires a deep knowledge of human nature and human neces- 
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sities, and of the things which facilitate or obstruct the various ends, which 
are to be pursued by the mechanism of civil institutions. The state is to have 
recruits to its strength, and remedies to its distempers. What is the use of 
discussing a man’s abstract right to food or medicine? The question is upon 
the method of procuring and administering them. In that deliberation I shall 
always advise to call in the aid of the farmer and the physician, rather than 
the professor of metaphysics. 

The science of constructing a commonwealth, or renovating it, or reform- 
ing it, is, like every other experimental science, not to be taught a priori. Nor 
is it a short experience that can instruct us in that practical science; because 
the real effects of moral causes are not always immediate; but that which in 
the first instance is prejudicial may be excellent in its remoter operation; and 
its excellence may arise even from the ill effects it produces in the beginning. 
The reverse also happens; and very plausible schemes, with very pleasing 
commencements, have often shameful and lamentable conclusions. In states 
there are often some obscure and almost latent causes, things which appear 
at first view of little moment, on which a very great part of its prosperity or 
adversity may most essentially depend. The science of government being 
therefore so practical in itself, and intended for such practical purposes, a mat- 
ter which requires experience, and even more experience than any person can 
gain in his whole life, however sagacious and observing he may be, it is with 
infinite caution that any man ought to venture upon pulling down an edifice, 
which has answered in any tolerable degree for ages the common purposes 
of society, or on building it up again, without having models and patterns of 
approved utility before his eyes. 

These metaphysic rights entering into common life, like rays of light which 
pierce into a dense medium, are, by the laws of nature, refracted from their 
straight line. Indeed, in the gross and complicated mass of human passions 
and concerns, the primitive rights of men undergo such a variety of refrac- 
tions and reflections, that it becomes absurd to talk of them as if they contin- 
ued in the simplicity of their original direction. The nature of man is intri- 
cate; the objects of society are of the greatest possible complexity: and 
therefore no simple disposition or direction of power can be suitable either to 
man’s nature, or to the quality of his affairs. When I hear the simplicity of 
contrivance aimed at and boasted of in any new political constitutions, I am 
at no loss to decide that the artificers are grossly ignorant of their trade, or 
totally negligent of their duty. The simple governments are fundamentally 
defective, to say no worse of them. If you were to contemplate society in but 
one point of view, all these simple modes of polity are infinitely captivating. 
In effect each would answer its single end much more perfectly than the 
more complex is able to attain all its complex purposes. But it is better that 
the whole should be imperfectly and anomalously answered, than that, while 
some parts are provided for with great exactness, others might be totally 
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neglected, or perhaps materially injured, by the over-care of a favourite mem- 
bcr. 

The pretended rights of these theorists are all extremes: and in propor- 
tion as they are metaphysically true, they are morally and politically false. 
The rights of men are in a sort of middle, incapable of definition, but not 
impossible to be discerned. The rights of men in governments are their 
advantages; and these are often in balances between differences of good; in 
compromise between good and evil, and sometimes between evil and evil. 
Political reason is a computing principle; adding, subtracting, multiplying, 
and dividing, morally, and not metaphysically or mathematically, true moral 
denominations. 

We know, and, what is better, we feel inwardly, that religion is the basis of 
civil society, and the source of all good, and of all comfort.^ In England we 
arc so convinced of this, that there is no rust of superstition, with which the 
accumulated absurdity of the human mind might have crusted it over in the 
course of ages, that ninety-nine in a hundred of the people of England would 
not prefer to impiety. We shall never be such fools as to call in an enemy to 
the substance of any system to remove its corruptions, to supply its defects, or 
to j)erfect its construction. If our religious tenets should ever want a further 
elucidation, we shall not call on athei.sni to explain them. We shall not light 
up our temple from that unhallowed fire. It will be illuminated with other 
lights. It will be perfumed with other incense, than the infectious stuff which 
is imported by the smugglers of adulterated metaphysics. If our ecclesiastical 
csiablishmeiu should want a revision, it is not avarice or rapacity, public or 
private, that we .shall employ for the audit, or receipt, or application of its 
consecrated revenue. Violently condemning neither the Greek nor the Ar- 
menian, nor, since heats are subsided, the Roman system of religion, we pre- 
fer the Protestant; not because we think it has less of the Christian religion in 
it, but because, m our judgment, it has more. We are Protestants, not from 
indilTcrcnce, but from zeal. 

We know, and it is our pride to know, that man is by his constitution a reli- 
gious animal; that atheism is against, not only our reason, but our instincts; 
and that it cannot {prevail long. But if, in the moment of riot, and in a drunken 
delirium from the hot spirit drawn out of the alembic of hell, which in 
France is now so furiously boiling, we should uncover our nakedness, by 
throwing off that Christian religion which has hitherto been our boast and 
comfort, and one great source of civilization amongst us, and among many 
other nations, we are apprehensive (being well aware that the mind will not 

* "Sii i},Mtuc luTC .lb nucii) pcrsuji»um civibus, dominos esse omnium rerum ac moderatores, 
deos; c.ujuc. qua >;cijntur, corum gcri vi, ditionc, ac numinc; coMlcmquc optime dc genere 
hominuiu nu-rcii; ct quahs quisque sit. quid agat, quid in sc admittat, qua mente qua pietate 
cidat rcligioucs intucrr. piorum ct impiorum habere rationem. His cnim rebus imbutx mente.^ 
ham! ^anr .ibborrcbunt jb utili et a vera sentcntia." Cic. de Lcgibus. i. a. 
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endure a void) that some uncouth, pernicious and degrading superstition 
might take place of it. 

For that reason, before wc take from our establishment the natural, human 
means of estimation, and give it up to contempt, as you have done, and in do- 
ing it have incurred the penalties you well deserve to sulTer, we desire that 
some other may be presented to us in the place of it. We shall then form our 
judgment. 

On these ideas, instead of quarrelling with establishments, as some do, 
who have made a philosophy and a religion of their hostility to such institu- 
tions, we cleave closely to them. We arc resolved to keep an established 
church, and established monarchy, an established aristocracy, and an estab- 
lished democracy, each in the degree it exists, and in no greater. I shall show 
you presently how much of each of these we possess. 

It has been the misfortune (not as these gentlemen think it, the glory) of 
this age, that everything is to be discussed, as if the constitution of our coun- 
try were to be always a subject rather of altercation than enjoyment. For this 
reason, as well as for the satisfaction of those among you (if any such you 
have among you) who may wish to profit of examples, I venture to trouble 
you with a few thoughts upon each of these establishments. I do not think 
they were unwise in ancient Rome, who, when they wished to new-model 
their laws, set commissioners to examine the best constituted republics within 
their reach. 

First, I beg leave to speak of our church establishment, which is the first of 
our prejudices, not a prejudice destitute of reason, but involving in it pro- 
found and extensive wisdom. 1 speak of it first. It is first, and last, and midst 
in our minds. For, taking ground on that religious system, of which we are 
now in possession, we continue to act on the early received, and uniformly 
continued sense of mankind. That sense not only, like a wise architect, hath 
built up the august fabric of states, but like a provident proprietor, to pre- 
serve the structure from profanation and ruin, as a sacred temple, purged 
from all the impurities of fraud, and violence, and injustice, and tyranny, 
hath solemnly and for ever consecrated the commonwealth, and all that offi- 
ciate in it. This consecration is made, that all who administer in the govern- 
ment of men, in which they stand in the person of God Himself, should have 
high and worthy notions of their function and destination; that their hope 
should be full of immortality; that they should not look to the paltry pelf of 
the moment, nor to the temporary and transient praise of the vulgar, but to a 
solid, permanent existence, in the permanent part of their nature, and to a 
permanent fame and glory, in the example they leave as a rich inheritance to 
the world. 

Such sublime principles ought io be infused into persons of exalted situa- 
tions; and religious establishments provided, that may continually revive and 
enforce them. Every sort of moral, every sort of civil, every sort of politic 
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mstitution, aiding the rational and natural ties that connect the human un- 
derstanding and affections to the divine, are not more than necessary, m or- 
der to build up that wonderful structure, Man; whose prerogative it is, to ^ 
in a great degree a creature of his own making; and who, when made as he 
ought to be made, is destined to hold no trivial place in the creation But 
whenever man is put over men, as the better nature ought ever to preside, in 
that case more particularly, he should as nearly as possible be approximated 
to his perfection. 

The consecration of the state, by a state religious establishment, is necessary 
also to ftpcraie with a wholesome awe upon free citizens; because, in order to 
secure their freedom, they must enjoy some determinate portion of power. To 
them therefore a religion connected with the state, and with their duty to- 
wards it, becomes even more necessary than in such societies, where the 
{>eopIc, by the terms of their subjection, are confined to private sentiments, 
and the management of their own family concerns. All persons possessing 
any portion of power ought to be strongly and awfully impressed with an 
idea that they act in trust; and that they arc to account for their conduct in 
that trust to the one great Master, Author and Founder of society. 

I'hls principle ought even to be more strongly iinprcsstd upon the minds 
of tho.se who compose the collective sr;vertignty, than upon those of single 
princes. Without instruments, these princes can do nothing. Whoever uses in- 
struments, in finding helps, finds also impediments. Their power is therefore 
by no means complete; nor are they safe in extreme abuse. Such persons, 
however elevated by flattery, arrogance, and self-opinion, must be sensible 
that, whether covered or not by positive law, in some way or other they arc 
accountable even here for the abuse of their trust. If they are not cut off by a 
rclrellion of their people, they may be strangled by the very janissaries kept 
for their security against all other rebellion. Thus we have seen the King of 
France sold by his soldiers for an increase o£ pay. But where popular author- 
ity is absolute and unrestrained, the people have an infinitely greater, because 
a far better founded confidence in their own power. They are themselves, in 
a great measure, their own instruments. They are nearer to their ot^ects. Be- 
sides, they arc less under rcsponsiUlity to one of die greatest contrdling 
powers on earth, the sense cd: fame and estimation. The share of infiuny, that 
is likely to fail to the lot of each individual in public acts, is small indeed; 
the operation of opinion being in the inverse ratio to the number of those 
who abuse power. Their own approbation of their own acts has to them the 
appearance of a public judgment in their favour. A perfect democracy is 
therefore the most shameless thing in the world. As it is the most ghamr^Mi, 
it is also the most fearless. No man apprehends in his person that he can be 
made subject to punishment. Certainly the people at large never ou^t; for as 
all punishments air for example towards the conservation of the people at 
large, the people at large can never become the subject of punishments by any 
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human hand. It is therefore of infinite importance that they should not be 
suffered to imagine that their will, any more than that of kings, is the stand- 
ard of right and wrong. They ought to be persuaded that they are full as lit- 
tle entitled, and far less qualified, with safety to themselves, to use any arbi- 
trary power whatsoever; that therefore they are not, under a false show of 
liberty, but, in truth, to exercise an unnatural, inverted domination, tyran- 
nically to exact from those who officiate in the state, not an entire devotion to 
their interest, which is their right, but an abject submission to their occa- 
sional will; extinguishing thereby, in all those who serve them, all moral 
principle, all sense of dignity, all use of judgment, and all consistency of char- 
acter; whilst by the very same process they give themselves up a proper, a 
suitable, but a most contemptible prey to the servile ambition of popular sy- 
cophants, or courtly flatterers. 

When the people have emptied themselves of all the lust of selfish will, 
which without religion it is utterly impossible they ever should, when they 
are conscious that they exercise, and exercise perhaps in a higher link of the 
order of delegation, the power, which to be legitimate must be according to 
that eternal, immutable law, in which will and reason arc the same, they 
will be more careful how they place power in base and incapable hands. In 
their nomination to office, they will not appoint to the excrci.se of authority, 
as to a pitiful job, but as to a holy function; not according to their sordid, self- 
ish interest, nor to their wanton caprice, nor to their arbitrary will; but they 
will confer that power (which any man may well tremble to give or to re- 
ceive) on those only in whom they may discern that predominant proportion 
of active virtue and wisdom, taken together and fitted to the charge, such as, 
in the great and inevitable mass of hiimao imperfections and infirmi- 

ties, is to be found. 

When they arc habitually convinced that no evil can be acceptable, either in 
the act or the permission, to him whose essence is good, they will be better 
able Id extirpate out of the minds of all magistrates, dvil, ecclesiastical, or 
military; anything that bears die least rescmblanoe to a proud and lawless 

dnminarinn- 

But one of the first and most leading principles on which the common- 
wealth and the laws are consecrated, is lest the temporary possessors and life- 
renters in it, unmindful cit what they have received from their ancestors, or 
of what is due to their posterity, should act as if they were the entire mastersi 
that they «hnn1d not think it amongst their rights to cut off the entail or ccmi- 
mit waste on the inheritance; by destroying at their pleasure the whole origi- 
nal febric of their society; hazarding to leave to those who come after them a 
r uin of X habitation — ^and teaching these successors as little to respect 

their contrivances, as they had themserves respected the institutions of thdr 
forefathers. By this unprincipled facility of changing the state as often, and 
as much, and in as many ways, as there are floating fancies or fashions, the 
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whole chain and continuity of the commonwealth would be broken. No one 
generation could link with the other. Men would become little better than 
the flies of a summer. 

And first of all, the science of jurisprudence, the pride of human intellect, 
which, with all its defects, redundancies, and errors, is the collected reason of 
ages, combining the principles of original justice with the infinite variety of 
human concerns, as a heap of old exploded errors, would be no longer stud- 
ied. Personal sclf-sufllciency and arrogance (the certain attendants upon all 
those who have never experienced a wisdom greater than their own) would 
usurp the tribunal. Of course no certain laws, establishing invariable 
grounds ol hope and fear, would keep the actions of men in a certain course, 
or direct them to a certain end. Nothing stable in the modes of holding prop- 
erty, or exercising function, could form a solid ground on which any parent 
could speculate in the education of his offspring, or in a choice for their fu- 
ture establishment in the world. No principles would be early worked into 
the habits. As soon as the most able instructor had completed his laborious 
course of institution, instead of scmling forth his pupil, accomplished in a vir- 
tuous discipline, fitted to procure him attention and respect, in his place in 
society, he would find everything altered; and that he had turned out a poor 
creature to the contempt and derision of the world, ignorant of the true 
groumls of estimation. Who would insure a tender and delicate sense of hon- 
our to beat almost with the first pulses of the heart, when no man could know 
what would be the test of honour in a nation, continually varying the stand- 
ari! of its coin? No part of life would retain its acquisitions. Barbarism with 
legard to science and literature, unskilfulness with regard to arts and manu- 
factures, would infallibly succeed to the want of a steady education and 
settled principle; and thus the commonwealth itself would, in a few genera- 
tions, crumble away, be disconnected into the dust and powder of individ- 
uality, and at length dispersed to all the winds of heaven. 

To avoid therefore the evils of inconstancy and versatility, ten thousand 
times worse than those of obstinacy and the blindest prejudice, we have con- 
.sccrate<l the state, that no man should ap[)roach to look into its defects or 
corruptions but with due caution; that he should never dream of beginning 
its reformation by its subversion; that he should approach to the faults of the 
state as to the wounds of a father, with pious awe, and trembling solicitude. 
By this wise picjudicc we are taught to look with horror on those children 
of their country, who are prompt rashly to hack that aged parent in pieces, 
and put him into the kettle of magicians, in hopes that by their poisonous 
weeds, and wild incantations, they may regenerate the paternal constitution, 
and renovate their father’s life. * 

Society is indeed a contract. Subordinate contracts for objects of mere oc- 
casional interest may be dissolved at pleasure— but the state ought not to be 
considered nothing better than a partnership agreement in a trade of pep- 
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per and coffee, calico or tobacco, or some other such low concern, to be taken 
up for a little temporary interest, and to be dissolved by the fancy of the par- 
ties. It is to be looked on with other reverence; because it is not a partnership 
in things subservient only to the gross animal existence ot a temporary and 
perishable nature. It is a partnership in all science; a partnership in all art; a 
partnership in every virtue, and in all perfection. As the ends of such a part- 
nership cannot be obtained in many generations, it becomes a partnership not 
only between those who are living, but between those who are living, those 
who are dead, and those who are to be born. Each contract of each particular 
state is but a clause in the great primeval contract of eternal society, linking 
the lower with the higher natures, connecting the visible and invisible world, 
according to a fixed compact sanctioned by the inviolable oath which holds 
all physical and all moral natures, each in their appointed place. This law is 
not subject to the will of those, who by an obligation above them, and infi- 
nitely superior, are bound to submit their will to that law. The municipal 
corporations of that universal kingdom are not morally at libeity at their 
pleasure, and on their speculations of a contingent improvement wholly to 
separate and tear asunder the bands of their subordinate community, and to 
dissolve it into an unsocial, uncivil, unconnected chaos of elementary princi- 
ples. It is the first and supreme necessity only, a necessity that is not chosen, 
but chooses, a necessity paramount to deliberation, that admits no discussion, 
and demands no evidence, which alone can justify a resort to anarchy. This 
necessity is no exception to the rule; because this necessity itself is a part too 
of that moral and physical disposition of things, to which man must be obe- 
dient by consent of force: but if that which is only submission to necessity 
should be made the object of choice, the law is broken, nature is disobeyed, 
and the rebellious are outlawed, cast forth, and exiled, from this world of 
reason, and order, and peace, and virtue, and fruitful penitence, into the an 
tagonist world of madness, discord, vice, confusion, and unavailing sorrow. 

I do not know under what description to class the present ruling authority 
in France. It affects to be pure democracy, though I think it in a direct train 
of becoming shortly a mischievous and ignoble oligarchy. 13ut for the present 
I admit it to be a contrivance of the nature and effect of what it pretends to. 
I reprobate no form of government merely upon abstract principles. There 
may be situations in which the purely democratic form will becf)me neces- 
sary. There may be some (very few, and very particularly circumstanced) 
where it would be clearly desirable. This I do not take to be the case of 
France, or of any other great country. Until now, we have seen no examples 
of considerable democracies. The ancients were better acquainted with them. 
Not being wholly unread in the authors, who had seen the most of those 
constitutions, and who best undersmod them, I cannot help concurring with 
their opinion, that an absolute democracy, no more than absolute monarchy, 
is to be reckoned among the legitimate forms of government. They think it 
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rather the corruption and degeneracy, than the sound constitution of a re- 
public. If I recollect rightly, Aristotle observes, that a democracy has many 
striking points of resemblance with tyranny. Of this I am certain, that in a 
democracy, the majority of the citizens is capable of exercising the most 
cruel oppressions upon the minority, whenever strong divisions prevail in 
that kind of polity, as they often must; and that oppression of the minority 
will extend to far greater numbers, and will be carried on with much 
greater fury, than can almost ever be apprehended from the dominion of a 
single sceptre. In such a popular persecution, individual sufferers are in a 
much more deplorable condition than in any other. Under a cruel prince 
they have the balmy compassion of mankind to assuage the smart of their 
wounds; they have the plaudits of the people to animate their generous 
constancy under their sufferings; but those who are subjected to wrong 
under multitudes, are deprived of all external consolation. They seem de- 
serted hy mankind, overpowered by a conspiracy of their whole species. 

All this violent cry against the nobility I take to be a mere work of art. 
To be honoured and even privileged by the laws, opinions, and inveterate 
usages of our country, growing out of the prejudice of ages, has nothing to 
provoke lK)rror and indignation in any man. Even to be too tenacious of 
those privileges is not absolutely a crime. The strong struggle in every indi- 
vidual to preserve possession of what he has found to belong to him, and to 
distinguish him, is one of the securities against injustice and despotism im- 
planted in our nature. It operates as an instinct to secure property, and to 
preserve communities in a settled state. What is there to shock in this? No- 
bility is a graceful ornament to the civil order. It is the Corinthian capital of 
polished society. Omnes boni nohilitati semper favemuSy was the saying of 
a wise and g(K)d man. It is, indeed, one sign of a liberal and benevolent 
mind to incline to it with some sort of partial propensity. He feels no en- 
nobling principle in his own heart, who wishes to level all the artificial 
institutions which have been adopted for giving a body to opinion and per- 
manence to fugitive esteem. It is a sour, malignant, envious disposition, with- 
out taste tor the reality, or for any image or representation of virtue, that 
secs with joy the unmerited fall of what had long flourished in splendour 
and in honour. I do not like to see anything destroyed; any void produced 
in society; any ruin on the face of the land. It was therefore with no disap- 
pointment or dissatisfaction that my inquiries and observations did not pre- 
sent to me any incorrigible vices in the noblesse of France, or any abuse 
which could not be removed by a reform very short of abolition. Your no- 
blesse did not deserve punishment; but to degrade is to punish. 

With us the king and the lords are several and joint securities for the 
equality of each district, each province, each city. When did you hear in 
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Great Britain of any province suffering from the inequality of Its represen* 
tation; what district from having no representation at all? Not only our 
monarchy and our peerage secure the equality on which our unity depends, 
but it is the spirit of the House of Commons itself. The very inequality of 
representation, which is so foolishly complained of, is perhaps the very thing 
which prevents us from thinking or acting as members for districts. Cornwall 
elects as many members as all Scotland. But is Cornwall better taken care of 
than Scotland? Few trouble their heads about any of your bases, out of some 
giddy clubs. 

The body of the people must not find the principles of natural subordina- 
tion by art rooted out of their minds. They must respect that property of 
which they cannot partake. They must labour to obtain what by labour can 
be obtained; and when they fini as they commonly do, the success dispro- 
portioned to the endeavour, they must be taught their consolation in the final 
proportions of eternal justice. Of this consolation whoever deprives them 
deadens their industry, and strikes at the root of all acquisition as of all con- 
servation. He that does this is the cruel oppressor, the merciless enemy of the 
poor and wretched; at the same time that by his wicked speculations he ex- 
poses the fruits of successful industry, and the accumulations of fortune, to 
the plunder of the negligent, the disappointed, and the unprosperous. 



Chapter VH 


THE IDOL STATE 


The indestructible reality of the individual stands 
in the center of the Western democratic theory of politics. Compared with the 
majesty of the individual, state, society, and government are but pale artifacts, 
devices to enable the individual to be most himself. By contrast, the anti- 
democratic theory of politics puts the state into the pivotal position of social 
reality, and within the shadow of its frightful power the individual leads but 
a timid and dependent existence. 

In the German intellectual tradition, Hegel’s system of philosophy towers 
over the rest in more than one way. Hegel’s work encompasses philosophy, 
metaphysics, religion, art, ethics, history, and politics. In its range alone, his 
work is unique in Germany, and possibly in the whole world. Furthermore, 
his ideas are considered by most Germans themselves as the most typically 
representative, more German than those of any other major philosopher, not 
barring Kant. Kant’s political philosophy often reflected a vision of what his 
fellow countrymen should think. Hegel’s philosophy was more a mirror of 
what they actually did think. Hegel’s position in German thought was so 
powerful that even the most ferocious attack against the orthodox German 
tradition, Karl Marx’s ideas, sprang very largely from Hegelian assumptions. 

Hegel’s Philosophy of Law (“Philosophie des Rechts”), published in 1821, 
contains the best statement of his political ideas. In it he expresses his con- 
ception of freedom, natural and social, which provides the key to an under- 
standing of his political thought. Hegel starts with the assertion that “people 
grant that it is nature as it is which philosophy has to bring within its ken.’’ 
What knowledge has to investigate in nature, Hegel argues, is its “eternal 
harmony’’ and “inherent rationality.’’ He attacks those who believe that the 
ethical world — actualized in the state — should be approached differently from 
nature, the physical world. Just as reason becomes “actual’’ in nature, Hegel 
says, so it does in the state. In both instances, the observer does not, and can- 
not, mahe the laws expressing reason, but can merely understand them. 
There is no “chance and caprice’’ in rationality as it may be apprehended in 
either the world of nature or in the ethical world — the state. Because some 
philosophers of the state have followed the principle that every thinker is 
authorized “to take his own road,” political philosophy has earned for itself 
all kintls of “scorn and discredit,” Hegel observes. This has led to the worst 
kind of scorn, viz., that “everyone is convinced that his mere birthright puts 
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him in a position to pass judgment on philosophy in general and to condemn 
it.” Since philosophy in Germany is “in the service of the state,” Hegel ac- 
cords to the state the right to defend itself against those who “indulge in 
subjective feeling and particular conviction ” from which evil follows “the 
ruin of public order and the law of the land.” This encouragement to perse- 
cute freedom of thought came from Hegel at a moment when antiliberal, 
authoritarian government in Prussia had become more ruthless than ever 
before. The Prussian absolute state— thus can philosophy prostitute itself— 
appeared to Hegel as the historically most perfect realization of political ra- 
tionality. “What is rational is actual and what is actual is rational”— this most 
famous Hegelian phrase has been interpreted, like an ambiguous Biblical 
passage, in many ways. Whatever the meaning of that phrase as Hegel 
himself thought it, the impact (historical and psychological, and not hypo- 
thetical and logical) has been entirely in one direction: to sanctify the 
existing as the good. Hegel himself might have refused to accept the 
proposition that, because Hitler was actual, he was rational, but the historical 
effect of Hegel was to strengthen the tradition of servility to the existing, 
which has characterized German political life and thought. 

The intimate inner connection between Hegelianism and militarism is 
evident in Hegel’s idea that “in duty the individual finds his liberation.” 
This concept of freedom is the product of a society which honors militarism 
as Me way of life, as becomes evident in Hegel’s further statement that “self- 
sacrifice” is the “real existence of one’s freedom.” This philosophy can be 
safely taught to members of a totalitarian army or party without amend- 
ment. Hegel considers this readiness to sacrifice oneself for the state as the 
“intrinsic worth of courage.” The courage of resistance is unknown to Hegel. 
Where Locke sees the indestructible essence of man in his act of resisting, 
Hegel sees man’s fulfillment in obedience. Life, liberty, and the pursuit of 
happiness are thus the exact opposites of the Hegelian concepts of citizen- 
ship of self-sacrifice, duty, and discipline. 

If the individual is nothing in Hegel’s world, the state is all. In his Philos- 
ophy of History, published posthumously in 1837 (six years after his death), 
Hegel defines the state as “the realization of Freedom”; the state “exists for 
its own sake.” As to the relation between state and individual, Hegel says that 
“all the worth which the human being pr*ssesses — all spiritual reality, he 
possesses only through the State.” Only through the state does the individual 
partake of morality. Hegel’s state idolatry reaches its peak in the famous 
sentence, “The State is the Divine Idea as it exists on Earth.” In the state. 
Reason becomes actual and objective, and the individual finds all his spiritual 
reality through the state. On the basis of this assumption, when “the sub- 
jective will of man submits to laws, the contradiction between Liberty and 
Necessity vanishes.” 

Who is to determine the law.? Hegel takes up this question in both his 
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Philosophy of Law and Philosophy of History. He attacks the doctrine that 
“all should participate in the business of the state" as a “ridiculous notion. 
To permit all individuals to share in public decisions, because all concerns 
of the state are the concerns of its members, is “tantamount to a proposal to 
put the democratic clement without any rational form into the organism of 
the state.” Hegel anticipates the corporate organization of the twentieth cen- 
tury fascist state by his emphasis that the individual should be politically 
articulate only as a member of a social class, group, society, or corporation, 
and not just as a citizen qua citizen, as in the liberal democracies. 

The fundamental law of the state is in its constitution. Hegel opposes the 
Western idea of the constitution as an instrument of government, a charter 
and compact consciously framed for desired ends. The constitution, Hegel 
says, “should not be regarded as something made, even though it has come 
into being in time. It must be treated rather as something simply existent in 
and by itself, as divine therefore, and constant, and so as exalted above the 
sphere of things that are made.” Since the state is “the march of God through 
the world,” the constitution of the state is not something to be tampered with 
by ordinary mortals. 

Going back into the history of the state, Hegel finds that its origin “in- 
volves imperious lordship on the one hand, instinctive submission on the 
other.” This leadership principle (later extolled as one of the central dogmas 
of Nazism) is also stressed by Hegel in his discussion of the merits of the 
different types of political organization — democracy, aristocracy, and mon- 
archy. The advantage of the monarchical form of government lies in the fact 
that leadership is always clearly present, whereas in the aristocracies, and 
even more in democracies, leaders may rise to the top. Because of his prefer- 
ence for monarchy, Hegel is not overly partisan in favor of “sovereignty of 
the people,” especially if that term implies opposition to the sovereignty of the 
monarch. “So opposed to the sovereignty of the monarch, the sovereignty 
of the people is one of the confused notions based on the wild idea of the 
‘people.’ Taken without its monarch and the articulation of the whole which 
is the indispensable and direct concomitant of monarchy, the people is a 
formless mass and no longer a state.” The Western concept that the people 
are the state is described by Hegel as a “perversity” and a “ruse.” 

Few writers popularized Hegel’s main ideas as skilfully as Heinrich von 
Treitschke. One of the leading German historians in the nineteenth century, 
Trciischke was typical of a whole generation: in his youth he was a strong 
supporter of the liberal revolution of 1848, but later on he became the lead- 
ing admirer of Bismarckian MachtpolitH(. Macht (power) became the central 
concept of his thinking, as applied to both domestic and foreign policy. In his 
hatred of England and his contempt for the United States he anticipated the 
Nazis, as also in his attitudes toward Catholics, Socialists, and democracy in 
general. Openly anti-Semitic at a time when respectable people in Europe 
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abhorred such prejudice, Treitschke was one of those German thinkers who 
planted the seeds of Auschwitz, Maidanek, and other German extermina- 
tion camps in World War II, in which six million Jewish men, women, and 
children in German-occupied Europe were put to death in gas chambers— in 
the name of the superior German “race” and Kultur 

Shortly after his death in 1896, his lectures on Politics were published in 
two volumes (1897-1898). On the central issue of all Western political think- 
ing, the relation of the individual to the state, including the right to resist 
authority, Treitschke is unequivocal: “There must be no question of subjects 
having the right to oppose a sovereignty which in their opinion is not moral.” 
After 1848, several hundred thousands of Germans left their fatherland for 
the freedom of America; “it is foolish to admire them for this.” Treitschke 
takes a dim view of democracy in general, and of particular democracies 
like the United States or Switzerland. “The Presidents of the United States, 
with a few exceptions, have never been men of great ability, because these 
are not of the stuff to make head against the flood of slander which envy lets 
loose over them. There will always be natures of too rare a quality for the 
common herd to understand.” The dominant note of democracy, according 
to Treitschke, is mediocrity, in politics as well as in the arts and sciences. 
His faith in inequality makes him say that “where the foundation of slavery 
is lacking, that is to say in all modern Democracies, one may expect to Bnd 
a dominant note of political mediocrity.” 

The unity of German thought emerges from the fact that the opponents 
of the predominant authoritarian tradition do not diverge from its funda- 
mentals so much as it may appear to them. In the thirty years preceding his 
death in 1923, Ernst Troeltsch was one of Germany’s most distinguished 
liberal scholars, his main work having been dedicated to the study of the 
social doctrines of the Christian churches. His profound democratic senti- 
ment made him enter active political life after the First World War. In 1919 
he was elected to the Prussian Diet, and he served as parliamentary under- 
secretary to the Prussian minister of education. Troeltsch’s intellectual in- 
tegrity was tested in the First World War and, unlike most of his colleagues, 
he stood the test of crisis remarkably well. In 1916 he published a hitherto 
untranslated essay on “The German Idea of Freedom.” In it Troeltsch 
shows the historical reasons that account for the basically different concep- 
tions of liberty in the English-speaking countries and France on the one side 
and in Germany on the other. In Germany, too, “liberty is the key word,” but 
it has a meaning of its own. Troeltsch re-emphasizes the German conception 
of liberty, as interpreted by philosophers like Hegel or poets like Goethe, in 
the following way: “Liberty as creative participation in the formation of state 
authority means to us, not the bringing forth of governmental will out of 
individual wills, not control of the mandatory by the principal, but the free, 
c;on%:ious and dutiful dedication of oneself to the whole, as it has been 
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molded by history, state and nation” In this interpretatbn of by » 

great German liberal, the essential elements of the antidemocratic Hegelian 
philosophy are not only present, but freely recognized. In t is conception 
the state is an organic whole, beyond the scrutiny of the individua , who 
finds his fulfillment as a citizen in free and dutiful dedication to the whole. 
Trocltsch refrains from Hegel’s inhuman crudity, that only in self-sacrifice 
for the state does the individual find his true freedom, but he accepts what is 
the core of Hegelian thought on this issue. Whereas the Western idea of 
freedom stresses the opportunity of citizens to control and unseat the govern- 
ment. the Germans virtually identify state and government, both assuming 
an existence of their own, difTerent from, and superior to, that of individuals. 
In the Western approach to politics, loyalty to the state is not impaired by 
opposition to the government — as the latter is only an instrument in the 
service of the former. Finally, and this point is of supreme importance, the 
Western idea of liberty inevitably leads to equality, and the one is unreal to 
the extent that the other is unfulfilled. According to Troeltsch, by contrast, 
“liberty is not eejuality, but service of the individual in his station organically 
due to him.” This is, again, an echo of the Hegelian position that man counts 
politically, not as a citizen qua citizen, but as a member of a social 
class, group, or society. One of Troeltsch’s most interesting observations, 
which ought to invite a good deal of pondering, is his comment that the 
German spirit of service and self-dedication to the whole is reflected in “two 
expressions of life so contrary to one another as the German army and the 
socialist parly.’’ German references to Frederick the Great as the “first 
(ierman socialist,’’ and the phenomenon of “military socialism’’ or “Prussian 
socialism,” culminating in “National Socialism” of the Hitler-Himmler va- 
riety, demonstrate how the idea of socialism, essentially a product of western 
liberalism and aniimilitarism, was transformed, on German soil, into a service 
philosophy of a society perpetually geared for war. 


One of the two or three main tenets of antidemocratic politics is the leader- 
ship principle. The cry for the leader comes from all who refuse to grow up; 
it will be noticed that the voices represented in this chapter are gathered 
from several nations. 

Few critics of nineteenth-century democracy have been so influential as 
Carlyle. His long life (he was born in 1795 and lived eighty-six years) may 
have been one factor. Like Shaw later on, Carlyle must have seemed im- 
mortal to his contemporaries. When he wrote about Martin Luther or Crom- 
well, some of his readers must have thought that Carlyle was writing from 
personal experience. A second source of influence w'as Carlyle’s bountiful 
production; he published long works of four and even six volumes. The 
third reason for his immense influence lay in his literary style — highly per- 
sonal, vituperative, brilliant, and skilfully blending truth with fasehood. 



THE IDOL STATE 527 

Because Carlyle attacked the *"cash nexus” of capitalist civilization, he was 
hailed by many in his own day, as today, as a progressive thinker. Yet, as 
one reads his political essays, one is impressed with the fact that the anatomy 
of Fascism and Nazism can be unmistakably detected in his work. The essen- 
tials of the fascist mind and temper are all there: contempt for democracy 
which, as Carlyle puts it in Chartism (1840), is a self -canceling business and 
“gives in the long-run a net-result of zero.” Democracy is, in Carlyle’s eyes, 
less of a system of social organization than chaos and disintegration writ 
large and institutionalized, if emptiness and vacuity can be organized at all. 
He was convinced, as he put it in the Latter-day Pamphlets (1850), that 
democracy “is forever impossible.” His contempt for people and his belief 
in aristocracy, in nature as well as in society, lead him to explain democracy 
as a device by which the “Sham-Noblest” are raised at the expense of “the 
Noble,” thus perverting “the Almighty Maker’s Law,” according to which 
the Noble are in the high place, and the Ignoble in the low. 

To talk of “rights of man” is, in Carlyle’s view, balderdash; “it is the ever- 
lasting privilege of the foolish to be governed by the wise.” This, says Carlyle, 
is “the first ‘right of man.’ ” Analogously, and this, again, is good fascist doc- 
trine, the wise and noble are duty bound to rule the foolish mass. This belief 
in inequality finds its strongest expression in On Heroes, Hero worship and 
the Heroic in History (1840). “There is no act more moral between men than 
that of rule and obedience” — this Carlylean definition of human relationships 
is the exact antithesis of the democratic social morality which is founded on 
consent and cooperation rather than on rule and obedience. Carlyle also an- 
ticipates the fascist personal style of self-abasement and self-abnegation: 
“Find me the true Konning, King, or Able-man, and he has a divine right 
over me” 

Carlyle’s rejection of equality led him to attack, at home, all institutions of 
free government, from Parliament to a free press; in foreign and imperial 
policies his belief in inequality made him the advocate of imperialism over 
“inferior” races and peoples. He was not discriminating in his hatreds, and 
his mind seemed immensely spacious for hatreds of all sort: he hated the 
Irish, the Jews, the Negroes, the Latin peoples, and saw good only in the 
Teutonic and Anglo-Saxon peoples (of the United States he usually spoke 
with contempt). He conceived of the Teutons and Anglo-Saxons as the born 
master race destined to rule inferior breeds. As he became increasingly dis- 
couraged by the spread of suffrage and democracy in England, he looked to 
modern Germany as the sole remaining hope of the world. His mind had 
wandered to Germany, where he thought to have found his true spiritual 
home. In his biography of Frederic^ the Great he justified enthusiastically 
the conquests of the Prussian mon.irch, and also eulogized the trickery and 
wile that had accompanied them. The partition of Poland, to which Prussia 
was a party, elicited from Carlyle cynical approval of ‘Heaven s Justice. 
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Fearful of an expanding democracy and of social change, Carlyle was per- 
haps the first modern writer to develop a strategy of antidemocratic offensive, 
later more fully elaborated by Nazis and Fascists. Carlyle appealed to the 
^‘Captains of Industry” to become leaders and act like leaders, in union with 
the old landed aristocracy. He advised this antidemocratic group of leaders 
to build a well-armed, though numerically small, movement — sufficiently 
well armed to destroy the political institutions of an “anarchical” and dis- 
organized majority. The “noble Few” would then establish a new order on 
hierarchical and militaristic lines, including the militaristic regimentation of 
labor. 

The most interesting aspect of Carlyle’s influence on social and political 
ideas is the fact that in England (where he had migrated from his native 
Scotland) it has been of little practical consequence, as viewed in the long- 
term perspective. His chief opponents, reformers like Bentham and Mill, 
changed the face of their country, whereas Carlyle always remained a lonely 
figure in England, admired by some and attacked by others — he did not con- 
tinue a tradition in England that preceded him, nor did he establish a new 
school of thought which would carry on after his death. His work appeared 
like a meteor on the horizon in all its brilliance, but when the meteor hit the 
earth of England, its broken pieces were barren and lifeless. The important 
question, therefore, is not, was Carlyle British? The interesting question 
about Carlyle is not where he was born, and what language he wrote in, but 
where his influence was marked and widely felt. That country was Germany. 
In a real sense, Carlyle sent a lot of coal to Newcastle when his ideas, partly 
of German origin and all favorable to German ambitions for world power, 
were received by the Germans with real enthusiasm. A German selection 
from his works sold 300,000 copies in the years 1926-1932; under the Nazi 
regime, Carlyle was very much in vogue and widely read: his On Heroes 
and Hero-worship was compulsory reading in Nazi schools. 


G. W, F, HEGEL 


1. Freedom in Nature and Society* 


At the present time, the idea that freedom of thought, and of mind gen- 
erally, evinces itself only in divergence from, indeed in hostility to, what is 
publicly recognized, might seem to be most firmly rooted in connection with 
the state, and it is chiefly for this reason that a philosophy of the state might 

(>*»*; translated by T. M. Knox as Philosophy 
ot Right, Oxford University Press. 194a). By permission. 
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aeem essentially to have the task of discovering and promulgating still an- 
other theory, and a special and original one at that. In examining this idea 
and the activity in conformity with it, we might suppose that no state or 
constitution had ever existed in the world at all or was even in being at the 
present time, but that nowadays — and this “nowadays" lasts for ever — wc had 
to start all over again from the beginning, and that ihc ethical world had 
just been waiting for such present-day projects, proofs, and investigations. 
So far as nature is concerned, people grant that it is nature as it is which 
philosophy has to bring within its ken, that the philosopher’s stone lies con- 
cealed somewhere, somewhere within nature itself, that nature is inherently 
rational and that what knowledge has to investigate and grasp in concepts 
is this actual reason in it; not the formations and accidents evident to the 
superficial observer, but nature’s eternal harmony, its harmony however, in 
the sense of the law and essence immanent within it. The ethical world, on 
the other hand, the state (i.e. reason as it actualizes itself in the element of 
self-consciousness), is not allowed to enjoy the good fortune which springs 
from the fact that it is reason which has achieved power and mastery within 
that element and which maintains itself and has its home there. The universe 
of mind is supposed rather to be left to the mercy of chance and caprice, to 
be God-forsaken, and the result is that if the ethical world is Godless, truth 
lies outside it, and at the same time, since even so reason is supposed to be 
in it as well, truth becomes nothing but a problem. But it is this also that is 
to authorize, nay to oblige, every thinker to take his own road, though not 
in search of the philosopher’s stone, for he is saved this search by the philoso- 
phizing of our contemporaries, and everyone nowadays is assured that he 
has this stone in his grasp as his birthright. Now admittedly it is the case 
that those who live their lives in the state as it actually exists here and now 
and find satisfaction there for their knowledge and volition (and of these 
there are many, more in fact than think or know it, because ultimately this 
is the position of everybody), or those at any rate who consciously find their 
satisfaction in the state, laugh at these operations and affirmations and regard 
them as an empty game, sometimes rather funny, sometimes rather serious, 
now amusing, now dangerous. Thus this restless activity of empty reflection, 
together with its popularity and the welcome it has received, would be a 
thing on its own, developing in privacy in its own way, were it not that it is 
philosophy itself which has earned all kinds of scorn and discredit by its 
indulgence in this occupation. The worst of these kinds of scorn is this, that, 
as I said just now, everyone is convinced that his mere birthright puts him in 
a position to pass judgment on philosophy in general and to condemn it. 
No other art or science is subjected to this last degree of scorn, to the sup 
position that wc are masters of it without ado. 

At the present time, the pettifoggery of caprice has usurped the name of 
philosophy and succeeded in giving a wide public the opinion that such 



S 30 ANTIDEMOCRATIC THOUGHT 

triflings arc philosophy. The result of this is that it has now become almost 
a disgrace to go on speaking in philosophical terms about the nature of the 
state, and law-abiding men cannot be blamed if they become impatient so 
soon as they hear mention of a philosophical science of the state. Still less is it 
a matter of surprise that governments have at last directed their attention to 
this kind of philosophy, since, apart from anything else, philosophy with us 
is not, as it was with the Greeks for instance, pursued in private like an art 
bur has an existence in the open, in contact with the public, and especially, 
or even only, in the service of the state. Governments have proved their trust 
in their scholars who have made philosophy their chosen field by leaving 
entirely to them the construction and contents of philosophy — though here 
and there, if you like, it may not have been so much confidence that has 
been sltown as indifTcrence to learning itself, and professorial chairs of phi- 
loso})hy have been retained only as a tradition (in France, for instance, to the 
best of niy knowledge, chairs of metaphysics at least have been allowed to 
lapse). 1 heir confidence, however, has very often been ill repaid, or alter- 
natively, if you preferred to sec indifference, you would have to regard the 
result, the decay of thorough knowledge, as the penalty of this indifference. 
Prima facie, supcrliciahiy seems to be extremely accommodating, one might 
say, af least in relation to public peace and order, because it fails to touch or 
even to guess at the substance of the things; no action, or at least no police 
actKJii, w(juld thus have been taken against it in the first instance, had it not 
been that there still existed in the state a need for a deeper education and 
insight, a need which the state required philosophical science to satisfy. On 
the other hand, superficial thinking about the ethical order, about right and 
duty in general, starts automatically from the maxims which constitute super- 
ficiality in this sphere, i.e. from the principles of the Sophists which are so 
clearly outlined tor our information in Plato. What is right these principles 
locate in subjective aims and opinions, in subjective feeling and particular 
Conviction, and from them there follows the ruin of the inner ethical life 
anti a gooil conscience, of love and right dealing between private persons, 
no less than the ruin of public order and the law of the land. The significance 
which such phenomena must acquire for government is not likely to suffer 
any diminution as a result of the pretentiousness which has used that very 
grant ol confidence and the authority of a professorial chair to support the 
demand that the state should uphold and give scope to what corrupts the 
ultimate source of achievement, namely universal principles, and so even to 
the defiance of the state as if such defiance were what it deserved. “If God 
gives a man an olficc, he also gives him brains” is an old joke which in these 
days surely no one will take wholly in earnest. 

What is rational is actual and what is actual is rational. On this conviction 
the plain man like the philosopher takes his stand, and from it philosophy 
starts in its study of the universe of mind as well as the universe of nature. 
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If reflection, feeling, or whatever form subjective consciousness may take, 
looks upon the present as something vacuous and looks beyond it with the 
eyes of superior wisdom, it finds itself in a vacuum, and because it is actual 
only in the present, it is itself mere vacuity. If on the other hand the Idea 
passes for “only an Idea,” for something represented in an opinion, philoso- 
phy rejects such a view and shows that nothing is actual except the Idea. 
Once that is granted, the great thing is to apprehend in the show of the 
temporal and transient the substance which is immanent and the eternal 
which is present. For since rationality (which is synonomous with the Idea) 
enters upon external existence simultaneously with its actualization, it 
emerges with an infinite wealth of forms, shapes and appearances. Around 
its heart it throws a motley covering with which consciousness is at home to 
begin with, a covering which the concept has first to penetrate before it can 
find the inward pulse and feel it still beating in the outward appearances. But 
the infinite variety of circumstance which is developed in this externality by 
the light of the essence glinting in it — this endless material and its organiza- 
tion — this is not the subject matter of philosophy. 

It is a fact that the ethical order is the system of these specific xletermina 
tions'of the Idea' which constitutes its rationality. Hence the ethical order is 
Freedom or the absolute will as what is objective, a circle of necessity whose 
moments are the ethical powers which regulate the life of individuals. To 
these powers individuals are related as accidents to substance, and it is in 
individuals that these powers are represented, have the shape of appearance, 
and become actualized. 

The bond of duty can appear as a restriction only on indeterminate sub- 
jectivity or abstract freedom, and on the impulses cither of the natural will or 
of the moral will which determines its indeterminate good arbitrarily. The 
truth is, however, that in duty the individual finds his liberation; first, lib- 
eration from dependence on mere natural impulse and from the depression 
which as a particular subject he cannot escape in his moral reflections on 
what ought to be and what might be; secondly, liberation from the indeter- 
minate subjectivity which, never reaching reality or the objective determinacy 
of action, remains self-enclosed and devoid of actuality. In duty the indi- 
vidual acquires his substantive freedom. 

Virtue is the ethical order reflected in the individual character so far as 
thatTliiaractcr is determined by its natural endowment. When virtue displays 
itself solely as the individual’s simple conformity with the duties of the sta- 
tion to which he belongs, it is rectitude. * 

But when individuals arc simply identified with the actual order, ethical 
life {das Sittliche) appears as their general mode of conduct, i.c. as custom 
{Sitte), while the habitual practice of ethical living appears as a second na- 
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turc which, put in the place of the initial, purely natural will, is the soul of 
custom permeating it through and through, the significance and the actuality 
of its existence. It is mind living and present as a world, and the substance of 
mind thus exists now for the first time as mind. 

In this way the ethical substantial order has attained its right, and its right 
its validity. That is to say, the self-will of the individual has vanished together 
with his private conscience which had claimed independence and opposed 
itself to the ethical substance. For, when his character is ethical, he recognizes 
as the end which moves him to act the universal which is itself unmoved but 
is disclosed in its specific determinations as rationality actualized. He knows 
that his own dignity and the whole stability of his particular ends are 
grounded in this same universal, and it is therein that he actually attains 
these. Subjectivity is itself the absolute form and existent actuality of the 
substantial order and the distinction between subject on the one hand and 
substance on the other, as the object, end, and controlling power of the sub- 
ject, is the same as, and has vanished directly along with, the distinction be- 
tween them in form. 

The state is the actuality of concrete freedom. But concrete freedom con- 
sists in this, that personal individuality and its particular interests not only 
achieve their complete development and gain explicit recognition for their 
right (as they do in the sphere of the family and civil society) but, for one 
thing, they also pass over of their own accord into the interest of the univer- 
sal, and, for another thing, they know and will the universal; they even 
recognize it as their own substantive mind; they take it as their end and aim 
and are active in its pursuit. The result is that the universal does not prevail 
or achieve completion except along with particular interests and through the 
co-operation of particular knowing and willing; and individuals likewise do 
not live as private persons for their own ends alone, but in the very act of 
willing these they will the universal in the light of the universal and their 
activity is consciously aimed at none but the universaPend. The principle 
of modern states has prodigious strength and depth because it allows the 
principle of subjectivity to progress to its culmination in the extreme of self- 
subsistent (personal particularity, and yet at the same time brings it back to 
the substantive unity and so maintains this unity in the principle of sub- 
jectivity itself. 

In contrast with the spheres of private rights and private welfare (the 
family and civil society), the state is from one point of view an external 
necessity and their higher authority; its nature is such that their laws and 
interests are subordinate to it and dependent on it. On the other hand, how- 
ever, it is the end immanent within them, and its strength lies in the unity 
of its own universal end and aim with the particular interest of individuals, 
in the fact that individuals have duties to the state in proportion as they have 
rights against it. 
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To hold that every single person should share in deliberating and deciding 
on political matters of general concern on the ground that all individuals 
are members of the state, that its concerns are their concerns, and that it is 
their right that what is done should be done with their knowledge and 
volition, is tantamount to a proposal to put the democratic element without 
any rational form into the organism of the state, although it is only in virtue 
of the possession of such a form that the state is an organism at all. This idea 
comes readily to mind because it does not go beyond the abstraction of “being 
a member of the state,” and it is superficial thinking which clings to abstrac- 
tions. The rational consideration of a topic, the consciousness of the Idea, is 
concrete and to that extent coincides with a genuine practical sense. Such a 
sense is itself nothing but the sense of rationality on the Idea, though it is not 
to be confused with mere business routine or the horizon of a restricted 
sphere. The concrete state is the whole, articulated into its particular groups. 
The member of a state is a member of such a group, i.e. of a social class, and 
it is only as characterized in this objective way that he comes under considera- 
tion when we are dealing with the state. His mere character as universal im- 
plies that he is at one and the same time both a private person and also a 
thinking consciousness, a will which wills the universal. This conscious- 
ness and will, however, lose their emptiness and acquire a content and a 
living actuality only when they are filled with particularity, and particu- 
larity means determinacy as particular and a particular class-status; or, 
to put the matter otherwise, abstract individuality is a generic essence, but 
has its immanent universal actuality as the generic essence next higher in 
the scale. Hence the single person attains his actual and living destiny for 
universality only when he becomes a member of a Corporation, a society, 
&c., and thereby it becomes open to him on the strength of his skill, to enter 
any class for which he is qualified, the class of civil servants included. 

Another presupposition of the idea that all should participate in the busi- 
ness of the state is that everyone is at home in this business — a ridiculous 
notion, however commonly we may hear it sponsored. Still, in public opinion 
a field is open to everyone where he can express his purely personal political 
opinions and make them count. 

Since the laws and institutions of the ethical order make up the concept of 
freedom, they are the substance or universal essence of individuals, who are 
thus related to them as accidents only. Whether the individual exists or not 
is all one to the objective ethical order. It alone is permanent and is the power 
regulating the life of individuals. Thus the ethical order has been represented 
by mankind as eternal justice, as gods absolutely existent, in contrast with 
which the empty business of individuals is only a game of see-saw. 

Duty is a restriction only on the self-will of subjectivity. It stands in the 
way only of that abstract good to which subjectivity adheres. When we say: 
“We want to be free,” the primary meaning of the words is simply: “We 
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want abstract freedom,” and every institution and every organ of the state 
passes as a restriction on freedom of that kind. Thus duty is not a restriction 
on freedom, but only on freedom in the abstract, i.e. on unfreedom. Duty is 
the attainment of our essence, the winning of positive freedom. 

The intrinsic worth of courage as a disposition of mind is to be found in 
'^the genuine, absolute, final end, the sovereignty of the state. The work of 
courage is to actualize this final end, and the means to this end is the sacrifice 
of personal actuality. This form of experience thus contains the harshness of 
extreme contradictions; a self-sacrifice which yet is the real existence of one’s 
freedom; the maximum self-subsistence of individuality, yet only a cog play- 
ing its part in the mechanism of an external organization; absolute obedience, 
renunciatir)n of personal opinions and reasonings, in fact complete absence 
of mind, coupled with the most intense and comprehensive presence of mind 
and decision in the moment of acting; the most hostile and so most personal 
action against individuals, coupled with an attitude of complete indifference 
or even liking towards them as individuals. 


G. W. F. HEGEL 


2. The State Divine* 


Subjective volition — Passion — is that which sets men in activity, that which 
effects “practical” realization. The Idea is the inner spring of action; the 
Slate is the actually existing, realized moral life. For it is the Unity of the 
universal, essential Will, with that of the individual; and this is “Morality.” 
The Individual living in this unity has a moral life; possesses a value that 
consists in this substantiality alone. Sophocles in his Antigone, says, “The 
divine commands are not of yesterday, nor of to-day; no, they have an in- 
finite existence, and no one could say whence they came.” The laws of moral- 
ity are not accidental, but are the essentially Rational. It is" the very object of 
the State that what is essential in the practical activity of men, and in their 
dispositions, should be duly recognized; that it should have a manifest ex- 
istence, and maintain its position. It is the absolute interest of Reason that 
this moral Whole should exist; and herein lies the justification and merit of 
heroes who have founded states, — however rude these may have been. In the 

•From G. W. F. Hegel, Philosophy of History (1837; translated by J. Sibree, Willey Book 
Co., 1900). Copyright, 1900, by The Colonial Press. By permission. 
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history of the World, only those peoples can come under our notice which 
form a state. For it must be understood that this latter is the realization of 
Freedom, i.e. of the absolute final aim, and that it exists for its own sake. It 
must further be understood that all the worth which the human being pos- 
scs^es^air spritual rcallTy, ke possesses only through, the State. For his spirit- 
ual rtattty“consist“s in tfifs, that his own essence — Reason — ^is objectively, pres- 
ent to him, that it possesses objective immediate existence for him. Thus only 
is he fully conscious; thus only is he a partaker of morality — of a just and 
moral social and political life. For Truth Unity of the universal and 
subjective Will; an d the Univers al is t o be fo und in the State,, in its laws, its 
universal and rational arrangements. The State is the Divine Idea as |t exists 
o n Earth . We have in it, therefore, the dfijccToF TIistory in a more definite 
shape than before; that in which Freedom obtains objectivity, and lives in the 
enjoyment of this objectivity. For Law is the objectiv ity of Spirit; volitioiLin 
its true form. Only that will which obeys law, is free; for it obeys itself — it is 
indcpcmtent and ^ free. When the Sune or our country constitutes a com- 
mcin^of existence; when the mljjective will of marT^bmits to laws, — the 
cofufadiction between Liberty and Necessity vanishes. The Rational has nec- 
essary existence, as being the reality and substance of things, and we are free 
in recognizing it as law, and following it as the substance of our own being. 
The objective and the subjective will arc then reconciled, and present one 
identical homogeneous whole. For the morality {Sittlichl^eit) of the State 
is not of that ethical (moralische) reflective kind, in which one’s own con- 
viction bears sway; this latter is rather the peculiarity of the modern time, 
while the true antique morality is based on the principle of abiding by one’s 
duty (to the state at large). An Athenian citizen did what was required of 
him, as it were from instinct: but if I reflect on the object of my activity, I 
must have the consciousness that my will has been called into exercise. But 
morality is Duty — substantial Right — a "second nature” as it has been justly 
called; for the first nature of man is his primary merely animal existence. 

The development in extenso of the Idea of the State belongs to the Philoso- 
phy of Jurisprudence; but it must be observed that in the theories of our 
time various errors are current respecting it, which pass for established 
truths, and have become fixed prejudices. We will mention only a few of 
them, giving prominence to such as have a reference to the object of our 
history. 

The error which first meets us is the direct contradictory of our principle 
that the state presents the r ^ization of F reedom; the opinion, viz., that 
man is f re? by mivccfe, but that IrT society, in the State — to which nevertheless 
heTrtffesjstlHIyTmpelled— he must limit thlis natural freedom. That man is 
free by Nature is quite correct in one sense; viz., that he is so according to 
the Idea of Humanity; but we imply the.'eby that he is such only in virtue 
of his destiny— that he has an undeveloped power to become such; % the 
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“Nature” of an object is exactly synonymous with its “Idea. But the view 
in question imports more than this. When man is spoken of as free by 
Nature,” the mode of his existence as well as his destiny is implied. His 
merely natural and primary condition is intended. In this sense a state of 
Nature” is assumed in which mankind at large are in the possession of their 
natural rights with the unconstrained exercise and enjoyment of their free- 
dom. This assumption is not indeed raised to the dignity of the historical 
fact; it would indeed be difficult, were the attempt seriously made, to point 
out any such condition as actually existing, or as having ever occurred. Ex- 
amples of a savage state of life can be pointed out, but they are marked by 
brutal passions and deeds of violence; while, however rude and simple their 
conditions, they involve social arrangements which (to use the common 
phrase) restrain freedom. That assumption is one of those nebulous images 
which theory produces; an idea which it cannot avoid originating, but which 
it fathers upon real existence, without sufficient historical justification. 

What we find such a state of Nature to be in actual experience, answers 
exactly to the Idea of a merely natural condition. Freedom as the ideal of 
that which is original and natural, docs not exist as original and natural. 
Rather must it be first sought out and won; and that by an incalculable 
medial discipline of the intellectual and moral powers. The state of Nature is, 
therefore, predominantly that of injustice and violence, of untamed natural 
impulses, of inhuman deeds and feelings. Limitation is certainly produced 
by Society and the State, but it is a limitation of the mere brute emotions 
and rude instincts; as also, in a more advanced stage of culture, of the pre- 
meditated self-will of caprice and passion. This kind of constraint is part of 
the instrumentality by which only, the consciousness of Freedom and the 
desire for its attainment, in its true — that is Rational and Ideal form — can be 
obtained. To the Ideal of Freedom, Law and Morality are indispensably 
requisite; and they are in and for themselves, universal existences, objects 
and aims; which arc discovered only by the activity of thought, separating 
itself from the merely sensuous, and developing itself, in opposition thereto; 
and which must, on the other hand, be introduced into and incorporated 
with the originally sensuous will, and that contrarily to its natural inclination. 
The perpetually recurring misapprehension of Freedom consists in regard- 
ing that term only in its formal, subjective sense, abstracted from its essen- 
tial objects and aims; thus a constraint put upon impulse, desire, passion — 
pertaining to the particular individual as such— a limitation of caprice and 
self-will is regarded as a fettering of Freedom. We should on the contrary 
look upon such limitation as the indispensable proviso of emancipation. 
Society and the State arc the very conditions in which Freedom is realized. 

If the principle of regard for the individual will is recognized as the only 
basts of political liberty, viz., that nothing should be done by or for the State 
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to which all the members of the body politic have not gi^ en their sanction, 
we have, properly speaking, no Constitution, The only arrangement that 
would be necessary, would be, first, a centre having no will of its own, but 
which should take into consideration what appeared to be the necessities of 
the State; and, secondly, a contrivance for calling the members of the State 
together, for taking the votes, and for performing the arithmetical operations 
of reckoning and comparing the number of votes for the different proposi- 
tions, and thereby deciding upon them. The State is an abstraction, having 
even its generic existence in its citizens; but it is an actuality, and its simple 
generic existence must embody itself in individual will and activity. The 
want of government and political administration in general is felt; this nec- 
essitates the selection and separation from the rest of those who have to take 
the helm in political affairs, to decide concerning them, and to give orders 
to other citizens, with a view to the execution of their plans. If e.g. even the 
people in a Democracy resolve on a war, a general must head the army. It is 
only by a Constitution that the abstraction — the State — ^attains life and reality; 
but this involves the distinction between those who command and those who 
obey. — ^Yet obedience seems inconsistent with liberty, and those who com- 
mand appear to do the very opposite of that which the fundamental idea of the 
State, viz. that of Freedom, requires. It is, however, urged that, — though the 
distinction between commanding and obeying is absolutely necessary, because 
affairs could not go on without it — and indeed this seems only a compulsory 
limitation, external to and even contravening freedom in the abstract— the 
constitution should be at least so framed, that the citizens may obey as little 
as possible, and the smallest modicum of free volition be left to the com- 
mands of the superiors; — that the substance of that for which subordination 
is necessary, even in its most important bearings, should be decided and 
resolved on by the People — ^by the will of many or of all the citizens; though 
it is supposed to be thereby provided that the State should be possessed of 
vigour and strength as a reality — ^an individual unity.— The primary consid 
eration is, then, the distinction between the governing and the governed, 
and political constitutions in the abstract have been rightly divided into Mon 
archy. Aristocracy, and Democracy; which gives occasion, however, to the 
remark that Monarchy itself must be further divided into Despotism and 
Monarchy proper; that in all the divisions to which the leading Idea gives 
rise, only the generic character is to be made prominent, — it being not in- 
tended thereby that the particular category under review should be ex- 
hausted as a Form, Order, or Kind in its concrete development. But espe- 
cially it must be observed, that the above-mentioned divisions admit of a 
multitude of particular modifications, — ^not only such as lie within the limits 
of those classes themselves,— hut also such as arc mixtures of several of these 
essentially distinct classes, and which are consequendy misshapen, unstable, 
and inconsistent forms. In such a collision, the concerning question is, what 
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is the best constitution; that is, by what arrangement, organization, or mech- 
anism of the power of the State its object can be most surely attained. This 
object may indeed be variously understood; for instance, as the calm enjoy- 
ment of life on the part of the citizens, or as Universal Happiness. Such aims 
have suggested the so-called Ideals of Constitutions, and, — as a particular 
branch of the subject, — Ideals of the Education of Princes (Fenelon), or of 
the governing body — the aristocracy at large (Plato) ; for the chief point they 
treat of is the condition of those subjects who stand at the head of affairs; and 
in these Ideals the concrete details of political organization are not at all con- 
sidered. The inquiry into the best constitution is frequently treated as if not 
only the theory were an affair of subjective independent conviction, but as if 
the introduction of a constitution recognized as the best,— or as superior to 
others —could be the result of a resolve adopted in this theoretical manner; 
as if the form of a constitution were a matter of free choice, determined by 
nothing else but reflection. Of this artless fashion was that deliberation, — not 
indeed of the Persian people, but of the Persian grandees, who had conspired 
to overthrow the pseudo-Smerdis and the Magi, after their undertaking had 
succeeded, and when there was no scion of the royal family living, — as to 
what constitution they should introduce into Persia; and Herodotus gives 
an equally naive account of this deliberation. 

In the present day, the G)nstitution of a country and people is not rep- 
resented as so entirely dependent on free and deliberate choice. The funda- 
mental but abstractly (and therefore imperfectly) entertained conception of 
Freedom, has resulted in the Republic being very generally regarded — in 
theory — as the only just and true political constitution. Many even, who oc- 
cupy elevated official positions under monarchical constitutions — so far from 
being opposed to this idea — are actually its supporters; only they see that such 
a constitution, though the best, cannot be realized under all circumstances; 
and that — while men arc what they arc — we must be satisfied with less free- 
dom; the monarchical constitution— under the given circumstances, and the 
present moral condition of the people — being even regarded as the most ad- 
vantageous. In this view also, the necessity of a particular constitution is 
made to depend on the condition of the people in such a way as if the latter 
were non-essential and accidental. This representation is founded on the 
distinction which the reflective understanding makes between an idea and 
the corresponding reality; holding to an abstract and consequently untrue 
idea; not grasping it in its completeness, or — which is virtually, though not in 
point of form, the same,— not taking a concrete view of a people and a state. 
We shall have to show further on, that the constitution adopted by a people 
makes one substance — one spirit — with its religion, its art and philosophy, or, 
at least, with its conceptions and thoughts — its culture generally; not to ex- 
patiate upon the additional influences, ab extra, of climate, of neighbours, of 
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its place in the World. A State is an individual totality, of which you cannot 
select any particular side, although a supremely important one, such as its 
political constitution; and deliberate and decide respecting it in that isolated 
form. Not only is that constitution most intimately connected with and de- 
pendent on those other spiritual forces; but the form of the entire moral and 
intellectual individuality — comprising all the forces it embodies — is only a 
step in the development of the grand Whole, — with its place preappointed in 
the process; a fact which gives the highest sanction to the constitution in 
question, and establishes its absolute necessity.— The origin of a state in- 
volves imperious lordship on the one hand, instinctive submission on the 
other. But even obedience — lordly power, and the fear inspired by a ruler — 
in itself implies some degree of voluntary connection. Even in barbarous 
states this is the case; it is not the isolated will of individuals that prevails; 
individual pretensions are relinquished, and the general will is the essential 
bond of political union. This unity of the general and the particular is the 
Idea itself, manifesting itself as a state, and which subsequently undergoes 
further development within itself. The abstract yet necessitated process in the 
development of truly independent states is as follows: — They begin with 
regal power, whether of patriarchal or military origin. In the next phase, 
particularity and individuality assert themselves in the form of Aristocracy 
and Democracy. Lastly, we have the subjection of these separate interests to a 
single power; but which can be absolutely none other than one outside of 
which those spheres have an independent position, viz. the Monarchical. 
Two phases of royalty, therefore, must be distinguished, — a primary and a 
secondary one. This process is necessitated, so that the form of government 
assigned to a particular stage of development must present itself: it is there- 
fore no matter of choice, but is that form which is adapted to the spirit of the 
people. 

In a Constitution the main feature of interest is the self development of 
the rational, that is, the political condition of a people; the setting free of the 
successive elements of the Idea: so that the several powers in the State mani- 
fest themselves as separate,— attain their appropriate and special perfection, — 
and yet in this independent condition, work together for one object, and arc 
held together by it — i.e. form an organic whole. The State is thus the em- 
bodiment of rational freedom, realizing and recognizing itself in an objec- 
tive form. For its objectivity consists in this,— that its successive stages arc 
not merely ideal, but are present in an appropriate reality; and that in their 
separate and several workings, they are absolutely merged in that agency by 
which the totality— the soul— the individuate unity— is produced, and of 
which it is the result. 

The State is the Idea of Spirit in die external manifestation of human Will 
and its Freedom. It is to the State, therefore, that change in the aspect of 
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History indissolubly attaches itself; and the successive phases of the Idea 
manifest themselves in it as distinct political principles. The Constitutions 
under which World-Historical peoples have reached their culmination, are 
peculiar to them; and therefore do not present a generally applicable political 
basis. Were it otherwi.se, the differences of similar constitutions would con- 
sist only in a peculiar method of expanding and developing that generic 
basis; whereas they really originate in diversity of principle. From the com- 
parison therefore of the political institutions of the ancient World-Historical 
peoples, it so happens, that for the most recent principle of a Constitution — 
for the principle of our own times — nothing (so to speak) can be learned. 
In science and art it is quite otherwise; e.g., the ancient philosophy is so de- 
cidedly the ba.si.s of the modern, that it is inevitably contained in the latter, 
and constitutes its basis. In this case the relation is that of a continuous de- 
velopment of the same structure, whose foundation-stone, walls, and roof 
have remained what they were. In Art, the Greek itself, in its original form, 
furnishes us the best models. But in regard to political constitution, it is 
quite otherwise: here the Ancient and the Modern have not their e.ssential 
principle in common. Abstract definitions and dogmas respecting just gov- 
ernment-importing that intelligence and virtue ought to bear sway — are, 
indeed, common to both. But nothing is so absurd as to look to Greeks, 
Romans, or Orientals, for models for the political arrangements of our time. 
From the Fast may be derived beautiful pictures of a patriarchal condition, 
of paternal government, and of devotion to it on the part of peoples; from 
Greeks and Romans, descriptions of popular liberty. Among the latter we 
find the idea of a Free Constitution admitting all the citizens to a share in 
deliberations and resolves respecting the affairs and laws of the Common- 
wealth. In our times, too, this is its general acceptation; only with this modi- 
fication, that— since our states are so large, and there are so many of “the 
Many,” the latter,— direct action being impossible, — should by the indirect 
method of elective substitution express their concurrence with resolves affect- 
ing the common weal; that is, that for legislative purposes generally, the 
people should be represented by deputies. The so-called Representative Con- 
stitution is that form of government with which we connect the idea of a 
free constitution; and this notion has become a rooted prejudice. On this 
theory People and Government are separated. But there is a perversity in this 
antithesis; an ill-intentioned ruse designed to insinuate that the People are 
the totality of the State. Besides, the basis of this view is the principle of 
isolated individuality— the absolute validity of the subjective will— a dogma 
which we have already investigated. The great point is, that Freedom in its 
Ideal conception has not subjective will and caprice for its principle, but the 
recognition of the universal will; and that the process by which Freedom is 
realized is the free development of its successive stages. The subjective will 
is a merely formal determination — a carte blanche — not including what it is 
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that is willed. Only the rational will is that universal principle which inde- 
pendently determines and unfolds its own being, and develops its successive 
elemental phases as organic members. Of this Gothic-cathedral architecture 
the ancients knew nothing. 


G. W. F. HEGEL 


3. Sovereignty: Monarchical or Popular?* 


The state is the actuality of the ethical Idea. It is ethical mind qua the sub- 
stantial will manifest and revealed to itself, knowing and thinking itself, ac- 
complishing what it knows and in so far as it knows it. The state exists 
immediately in custom, mediately in individual self-consciousness, knowl- 
edge, and activity, while self-consciousness in virtue of its sentiment towards 
the state finds in the state, as its essence and the end and product of its 
activity, its substantive freedom. 

The Penates are inward gods, gods of the underworld; the mind of a 
nation (Athens for instance) is the divine, knowing and willing itself. Fam- 
ily piety is feeling, ethical behaviour directed by feeling; political virtue is 
the willing of the absolute end in terms of thought. 

The state is absolutely rational inasmuch as it is the actuality of the sub- 
stantial will which it possesses in the particular self-consciousness once that 
consciousness has been raised to consciousness of its universality. This sub- 
stantial unity is an absolute unmoved end in itself, in which freedom comes 
into its supreme right. On the other hand this final end has supreme right 
against the individual, whose supreme duty is to be a member of the state. 

If the state is confused with civil society, and if its specific end is laid 
down as the security and protection of property and personal freedom, then 
the interest of the individuals as such becomes the ultimate end of their as- 
sociation, and it follows that membership of the state is something optional. 
But the state’s relation to the individual is quite different from this. Since 
the state is mind objectified, it is only as one of its members that the individ- 
ual himself has objectivity, genuine individuality, and an ethical life. Unifica- 
tion pure and simple is the true content and aim of the individual, and the 
individual’s destiny is the living of a universal life. His further particular 
satisfaction, activity, and mode of conduct have this substantive and uni- 
versally valid life as their starting point and their result. 

•From G. W, F. Hegel, Phtlofophy of Utv (1821; translated by T. M. Knox as Philosophy 
of Right, Oxford University Press, 1942). By permission. 



342 ANTIDEMOCRATIC THOUGHT 

Rationality, taken generally and in the abstract, consists in the thorough- 
going unity of the universal and the single. Rationality, concrete in the state, 
consists (a) so far as its content is concerned, in the unity of subjective free- 
dom (i.e. freedom of the universal or substantial will) and subjective freedom 
(i.e. freedom of everyone in his knowing and in his volition of particular 
ends) ; and consequently, (b) so far as its form is concerned, in self-determin- 
ing action on laws and principles which arc thoughts and so universal. This 
Idea is the absolutely eternal and necessary being of mind. 


Another question readily presents itself here: “Who is to frame the con- 
stitution?” This question seems clear, but closer inspection shows at once 
that it is meaningless, for it presupposes that there is no constitution there, 
but only an agglomeration of atomic individuals. How an agglomeration of 
individuals could acquire a constitution, whether automatically or by some- 
one’s aid, whether as a present or by force or by thought, it would have to 
be allowed to settle for itself, since with an agglomeration the concept has 
nothing to do. But if the question presupposes an already existent consti- 
tution, then it is not about framing but only about altering the constitution, 
and the very presupposition of a constitution directly implies that its al- 
teration may come about only by constitutional means. In any case, however, 
it is absolutely essential that the constitution should not be regarded as some- 
thing made, even though it has come into being in time. It must be treated 
rather as something simply existent in and by itself, as divine therefore, and 
constant, and so as exalted above the sphere of things that are made. 


The conception of the monarch is therefore of all conceptions the hardest 
for ratiocination, i c. for the method of reflection employed by the Under- 
stamling. This method refuses to move beyond isolated categories and 
hcncc here again knows only raisonnement, finite points of view, and de- 
ductive argun\cntation. Consequently it exhibits the dignity of the monarch 
as something deduced, not only in its form, but in its essence. The truth is, 
however, that to be something not deduced but purely self-originating is pre- 
cisely the conception of monarchy. Akin, then, to this reasoning is the idea of 
treating the monarch’s right as grounded in the authority of God, since it is 
in its divinity that its unconditional character is contained. We are familiar, 
however, with the misunderstandings connected with this idea, and it is pre- 
cisely this “divine” element which it is the task of a philosophic treatment to 
comprehend. 

We may speak of the “sovereignty of the people” in the sense that any peo- 
ple whatever is self-subsistent vis-a-vis other peoples, and constitutes a state 
of its own, like the British people for instance. But the peoples of England, 
Scotland, or Ireland, or the peoples of Venice, Genoa, Ceylon, &c., are not 
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sovereign peoples at all now that they have ceased to have rulers or supreme 
governments of their own. 

We may also speak of sovereignty in home affairs residing in the people, 
provided that we are speaking generally about the whole state and meaning 
only what was shown above, namely, that it is to the state that sovereignty 
belongs. 

The usual sense, however, in which men have recently begun to speak of 
the “sovereignty of the people” is that it is something opposed to the sov- 
ereignty existent in the monarch. So opposed to the sovereignty of the mon- 
arch, the sovereignty of the people is one of the confused notions based on 
the wild idea of the “people.” Taken without its monarch and the articulation 
of the whole which is the indispensable and direct concomitant of mon- 
archy, the people is a formless mass and no longer a state. It lacks every one 
of those determinate characteristics — sovereignty, government, judges, magis- 
trates, class-divisions, &c., — which arc to be found only in a whole which is 
inwardly organized. By the very emergence into a people’s life of moments of 
this kind which have a bearing on an organization, on political life, a 
people ceases to be that indeterminate abstraction which, when represented 
in a quite general way, is called the “people.” 

At the stage of which constitutions are divided, as above mentioned, into 
democracy, aristocracy, and monarchy, the point of view taken is that of a 
still substantial unity, abiding in itself, without having yet embarked on its 
infinite differentiation and the plumbing of its own depths. At that stage, 
the moment of the final, self-determining, decision of the will docs not come 
on the scene explicitly in its own proper actuality as an organic moment 
immanent in the state. Nonetheless, even in those comparatively immature 
constitutional forms, there must always be individuals at the head. Leaders 
must either be available already, as they arc in monarchies of that type, or, as 
happens in aristocracies, but more particularly in democracies, they may rise 
to the top, as statesmen or generals, by chance and in accordance with the 
particular needs of the hour. This must happen, since everything done and 
everything actual is inaugurated and brought to completion by the single de- 
cisive act of a leader. 

To define freedom of the press as freedom to say and write whatever we 
please is parallel to the assertion that freedom as such means freedom to do as 
we please. Talk of this kind is due to wholly uneducated, crude, and super- 
ficial ideas. Moreover, it is in the very nature of the thing that abstract think- 
ing should nowhere be so stubborn, so unintelligent, as in this matter of free 
speech, because what it is considering is the most fleeting, the most contin- 
gent, and the most personal side of opinion in its infinite diversity of con- 
tent and tergiversation. Beyond the direct incitation to theft, murder, rebel- 
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lion, &c., there lies its artfully constructed expression — an expression which 
seems in itself quite general and vague, while all the time it conceals a 
meaning anything but vague or else is compatible with inferences which are 
not actually expressed, and it is impossible to determine whether they rightly 
follow from it, or whether they were meant to be inferred from it. This 
vagueness of matter and form precludes laws on these topics from attaining 
the requisite determinacy of law, and since the trespass, wrong, and injury 
here are so extremely personal and subjective in form, judgment on them is 
reduced equally to a wholly subjective verdict. Such an injury is directed 
against the thoughts, opinions, and wills of others, but apart from that, these 
form the element in which alone it is actually anything. But this element 
is the sphere of the freedom of others, and it therefore depends on them 
whether the injurious expression of opinion is or is not actually an effective 
act. 

Laws then may be criticized by exhibiting their indeterminacy as well as 
by arguing that they leave it open to the speaker or writer to devise turns of 
phrase or tricks of expression, and so evade the laws or claim that judicial 
decisions are mere subjective verdicts. Further, however, against the view 
that the expression of opinion is an act with injurious effects, it may be 
maintained that it is not an act at all, but only opining and thinking, or only 
talking. And so wc have before us a claim that mere opining and talking is 
to go unpunished because it is of a purely subjective character both in form 
and content, because it does not mean anything and is of no importance. 
And yet in the same breath we have the claim that this same opining and 
talking should be held in high esteem and respect — the opining because it 
is personal property and in fact pre-eminently the property of mind; the 
talking because it is only this same property being expressed and used. 

But the substance of the matter is and remains that traducing the honour 
of anyone, slantlcr, abuse, the contemptuous caricature of government, its 
ministers, officials, and in particular the person of the monarch, defiance of 
the laws, incitement to rebellion, &c., &c., are all crimes or misdemeanours 
in one or other of their numerous gradations. The rather high degree of 
indeterminability which such actions acquire on account of the element in 
which they are expressed does not annul this fundamental character of theirs. 
Its only effect is that the subjective field in which they are committed also 
determines the nature and form of the reaction to the offence. It is the field 
in which the offence was committed which itself necessitates subjectivity of 
view, contingency, &c., in the reaction to the offence, whether the reaction 
takes the form of punishment proper or of police action to prevent crimes. 
Here, as always, abstract thinking sets itself to explain away the fundamental 
and concrete nature of the thing by concentrating on isolated aspects of its 
external appearance and on abstractions drawn therefrom. 

The sciences, however, are not to be found anywhere in the field of opin- 
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ion and subjective views, provided of course that they be sciences in other 
respects. Their exposition is not a matter of clever turns of phrases, allusive- 
ness, half-utterances, and semi-reticences, but consists in the unambiguous, 
determinate, and open expression of their meaning and purport. It follows 
that they do not fall under the category of public opinion. Apart from this, 
however, as I said just now, the clement in which views and their ex- 
pression become actions in the full sense and exist effectively, consists of the 
intelligence, principles, and opinions of others. Hence this aspect of these ac- 
tions, i.e. their effectiveness proper and their danger to individuals, society, 
and the state, depends on the character of the ground op which they fall, just 
as a spark falling on a heap of gunpowder is more dangerous than if it 
falls on hard ground where it vanishes without trace. Thus, just as the 
right of science to express itself depends on and is safeguarded by its subject- 
matter and content, so an illegitimate expression may also acquire a measure 
of security, or at least sufference, in the scorn which it has brought upon 
itself. An offence of this sort is punishable on its own account too, but part 
of it may be accounted that kind of nemesis which inner impotence, feeling 
itself oppressed by the preponderating abilities and virtues of others, is im- 
pelled to vent in order to come to itself again in face of such superiority, 
and to restore some self-consciousness to its own nullity. It was a nemesis of 
a more harmless type which Roman soldiers vented against their generals 
when they sang scurrilous songs about them in triumphal pioccssions in 
order to get even with them for all the hard service and discipline they had 
undergone, and especially for the omission of their names from the trium- 
phal honours. The former type of nemesis, the bad and hateful type, is de- 
prived of its effect by being treated with scorn, and hence, like the public, 
which perhaps forms a circle of spectators of scurrility, it is restricted to futile 
malice and to the self-condemnation which it implicitly contains. 


HEINRICH VON TREITSCHKE 


4. individuaUtm, Democracy, and the State* 


The individual should feel himself a member of his State, and as such 
have courage to take its errors upon him. There must be no question of sub- 
jects having the right to oppose a sovereignty which in their opinion is not 

• From Heinrich von Treitschke, PoUticf. (1897-1898; translated by B. Dugdale and T. de 
BjIIc, 1916). By permission of The Macmillan Company, publishers. 
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moral. Cases may arise when the State’s action touches the foundation of 
the moral life, namely, religious feeling. When the Huguenots in France had 
their religion proscribed, and were commanded to worship their God under 
forms which their deepest conviction held to be unchristian, conscience drove 
them out from their fatherland, but we must not praise the fine te^mper of 
these martyrs for religion from the standpoint of the theologian without rec- 
ognizing the degree of tragic guilt which is always blended with such moral 
compulsion. The Huguenots who left their homes were gallant men, no 
doubt, but each of them had a bitter conflict to fight out within himself before 
he placed his love for the Heidelberg Catechism above his hereditary love 
for his country and his king. In modern times there have been Radical parties 
who have in their vanity imagined themselves faced with a similar struggle, 
which had in fact only a subjective existence in their own exalted imagina- 
tion. This was the reason why a number of the German-Americans forsook 
their fatherland. It is foolish to admire them for this. Wc must always main- 
tain the principle that the State is in itself an ethical force and a high moral 
good. 

A decision by the majority is only based on reason when the question at 
issue concerns the development of a real power, and the expression of a 
Will. In a Democracy supremacy is derived solely from the people, therefore 
its decisions must bow to the will of the people, which can only be ascer- 
tained by the voice of the majority. The presumption is that the will of the 
majority could be enforced by violence in the last resort, consequently the 
majority decides, as representing physical force. This is the true foundation 
of its dominion, let democratic idealists say what they like; the will of the 
majority is the strongest, and for this reason men give it the sanction of 
law. Every unprejudiced historian will admit that it is the only reasonable 
system by which a State can proceed upon democratic lines, but we need not 
delude ourselves into the idea that there is anything inherently reasonable 
or ideal in a set of circumstances in which the final constitutional authority 
is not self-derived. There can be absolutely no question of government by the 
majority being in itself cither reasonable or just. We must envisage these 
matters only in cor creto. When the Committee of Public Safety sent people 
to the guillotine just as they chose in the name of the majority of the French 
nation, they were just as much tyrants as Philip II of Spain had been. It 
made no difference to the victims in whose name their heads fell into the 
basket, for the one slavery was as good as the other. 

The rule of the majority, then, which is a necessary adjunct of De- 
mocracy, is most certainly no security for political liberty. Each citizen is 
given the right to make his voice heard in the national decisions, but if he 
docs not go with the majority he must just put up with it, and hope that his 
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turn will come some day. “One half of freedom is alternately to rule and to 
be ruled,” as Aristotle said long ago. He is here describing political liberty, 
and this conception of it finds no guarantee of fulfilment in government by 
a majority. 

When we turn to the social liberty which forms the other half of freedom, 
we do not find a Democracy affording it any particular security either. “To 
live according to our own sweet will” may be possible in a Democracy, 
but it cannot by any means certainly be so. The idea of the State was so pre- 
dominant in the Democracies of antiquity that the individual citizen was 
accorded absolutely no freedom of action, but was early taken under the 
discipline of the State, to whose brilliancy and greatness all other con- 
siderations had to give way. Sharp indeed is the contrast between this and 
the modern Democracy, which as we know it, seems particularly created for 
an economic age like our own, which thinks only of getting on by every 
means it can, and lives in the illusion that the heights of civilization can be 
reached by telephones and telegraphs. Modern Democracy sets absolutely no 
restraints upon the commercial intercourse between citizens. Life in the 
United States is a terribly hard school, in which many perish altogether, 
but there is absolute freedom of action in every direction, and in this lies the 
secret of the singular charm which this State possesses for the average man 
of the present day. 

The political temper of a truly ruling Demos is a very remarkable study. 
It is clear that it must totally lack certain finer attributes of political intelli- 
gence, and more especially the gift of foresight, which is simply absent from 
popular government. This applies particularly to its foreign policy, a sphere 
in which it must always act from a very limited range of vision. Uesprit 
d’escalier is a pre-eminently democratic characteristic. Besides this there is a 
singular contradiction which always makes itself felt in the inner nature of 
a governing Demos. On the one hand we see that terrible demoniacal and 
base passion — envy, which plays an immeasurably important part in the life 
of a Democracy. No doubt if the inner heart of Germany stood revealed it 
would seem to have reached gigantic strength even there, as was proved by 
the treatment that Bismarck received. Now that he has fallen he is begin- 
ning once more to find theoretic admirers among his ancient enemies, be- 
cause he has come down to their level — or so it seems. They find an intense 
pleasure in the thought.^ In their institution of ostracism the Athenians had 
absolutely set up a public means of gratifying this passion, which they turned 
into a legal weapon. 

The Presidents of the United States, with a few exceptions, have never 
been men of great ability, because these are not of the stuff to make head 

Lerture delivered in Febtuary, 1893. 
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against the flood of slander which envy lets loose over them. There will al- 
HcajTs be natufcs too i3T£ 3 pusVit^ 5 or the comnion herd to understand; 
for this reason Goethe will never be as popular an author as Schiller. In the 
early days of the North American Republic Alexander Hamilton was the 
most remarkable figure, more so in fact than Washington, yet the populace 
regarded him as the proverbial dog looked upon the glass of wine. He 
aroused the same sentiments as William Humboldt did at the Confederate 
Diet at Frankfurt, for he gave people the uncomfortable feeling that they 
did not understand him. 

In strange contrast with this thoroughly democratic passion of envy, every 
noble-minded and independent nation will evince a capacity for hero- 
worship in times of excitement, until it may absolutely deify some individual 
great man. It becomes evident at such moments that the people really have 
an instinct which recognizes outstanding greatness. It is impossible to de- 
cide theoretically when it will display itself, for greatness alone is not the 
deciding factor. It must be admitted that Bismarck has never really been be- 
loved by the mass of the nation, for only the educated classes have properly 
grasped the unique greatness of the man. Pericles, on the other hand, al- 
though his character was essentially lofty, attained through his marvellous 
gift of clt)c|uence to such an influence over the Athenian people that Thucy- 
dides could say of him, “He was not so much led by the people as himself 
their leader.” I'or a time he ruled Athens like a king, and marvellous indeed 
were the home-truths which he told that Demos to their faces, for there was 
no trace of the flatterer in him. 

This phenomenon of hero-worship appears from time to time in every 
Democracy. It explains the alliance of the populace with the Barcidae in 
Carthage and with the House of Orange in the Netherlands. We meet it 
again in the United States, when Washington had to thrust from him the 
honours which were offered him. His example did much to establish demo- 
cratic institutions firmly in his country, but so great did his fame become, 
and so devotedly was he worshipped, that he had great difficulty in waving 
aside the homage that was done him. Later on General Jackson, the “Pub- 
licola,” held a similar position for a brief period. He was a thoroughly 
coarse-natured man, but he was the conqueror of Texas, and his commercial 
policy was very much in accord with popular taste. Under him the State 
was perilously near to becoming a dictatorship, although in the end the good 
sense of the nation gained the upper hand. Later on, the reverence of the 
masses for President Lincoln rose to such a pitch that he could perfectly 
well have attained to kingly power among them had he so willed it. But 
he was of the same stamp as Washington, and he remained a convinced ad- 
herent of democratic government. In spite of all these instances the danger 
of a dictatorship is as constantly present in a democratic Republic as in an 



THE IDOL STATE 349 

aristocratic one, although it is no doubt most of all to be expected in Repub- 
lics without republicans, as France, with her two Napoleons, has proved 
to us. Thus we find Democracies swayed by curiously coiitradictory ele- 
ments; on the one hand envy, on the other a popular delight in great 
heroic figures. 

Where the foundation of slavery is lacking, that is t > say in all modern 
Democracies, one may expect to find a dominant note of political mediocrity. 
Really striking and distinguished qualities are less comprehensible by the 
masses, and we may look in vain to see Art and Science encouraged by 
modern Democracy, which has never known a second Florence. Switzerland 
is a type of this form of government in our own day. There we see national 
schools and public health encouraged with praiseworthy eagerness, but the 
establishment even of polytechnics has been attended with the greatest 
difficulties, for the Swiss nation could not be brought to realize the useful- 
ness of these institutions. Neither have universities ever been able to take 
much hold in Switzerland. They arc the home of an aristocratic form of 
culture, and the natural inclination of a Democracy is to extend a modicum 
of education and prosperity over the widest possible circle, without any 
desire to exceed this standard. 


ERNST TROELTSCH 


5 . German and Western Conceptions of Freedom* 


The German idea of freedom possesses its own characteristic traits. Un- 
doubtedly it has been affected by French and English ideas of liberty. Locke 
and Rousseau have influenced theory, whereas the English constitution 
and self-government and the French Revolution have been of tremendous 
practical impact. However, these ideas have been thoroughly transformed in 
the real core of German development, in the institutions which go back to 
Baron von Stein, Scharnhorst and Boyen, and in the philosophical, idealistic 
interpretation of state and history from Kant, Fichte and Hegel to the con- 
temporary philosophical idealists. Here, too, liberty is the key word, but this 
liberty has its own meaning, determined by German history and the German 
spirit. 

*From Ernst Troeltsch, "The German Idea of Freedom" (1916), reprinted in Deuttcher 
Cast und Weiteuropa (). C. B. Mohr, 19237. Translated by William Ebenstein. 
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Liberty as creative participation in the formation of state authority means 
to us, not the bringing forth of governmental will out of individual wills, 
not control of the mandatory by the principal, but the free, conscious and 
dutiful dedication of oneself to the whole, as it has been molded by his- 
tory, state and nation. The whole as the expression and incarnation of col- 
lectivity is to be willed freely and always re-create anew in personal activity. 
Thus, prince and officials consider themselves as the first servants of the state, 
and citizens think of themselves as members of the .state. They arc all organs 
of the one sovereign whole which they bring forth anew in ceaseless self- 
devotion. Liberty consists more in duties than in rights, or, rather, in rights 
which are simultaneously duties. The individuals do not compose the whole, 
but identify themselves with it. Liberty is not equality, but service of the 
individual in his station (3rganically due to him. In this, lie the dignity and 
active participation of the individual, but also his restraint, and all modern 
achievements of national unity, equality before the law, parliaments and uni- 
versal military service, arc molded by this spirit. This is the “state mysti- 
cism” (St(Uitsmysti{) which our great thinkers and historians have felt in 
common with Plato. It has been rejected as philosophically meaningless by 
Bishop Welldon and his I'^nglish nominalism, and it has been defined as 
immoral by the Mnglish ideal of independence. But Hegel saw in it the 
philosophy of freedom, and it has become evident, more or less consciously, 
more or less coherently, in all great German creations of the century. As ev- 
erything in this world, this “state mysticism” has its dangers, and can obvi- 
ously degenerate in face of fear of responsibility and bureaucratic rule of 
officials. But where its most characteristic nerve is alive in autonomous, duti- 
ful, self-dedication anti participation combined with vigilance and responsi- 
bility, it leads to a joining of initiative with devotion, pride with discipline, 
creative energy with public spiritedness and sacrifice. This spirit has created 
all that is great in the past German century, it characterizes two expressions 
of life so contrary to one another as the German army and the socialist party. 
It has also absorbed, and digested, Bismarck’s realism, whose sentiment 
of state and liberty, as distinct from his heroic genius, was of the same 
color. 

It is not difficult to understand how it all came about. The German states 
of the seventeenth century, Catholic or Lutheran, were a world of paternal- 
istic government and the police state, of obedience and devotion on the 
part of loyal subjects, who saw in the state the expression of divine order. 
When the spirit of the West invaded that world, it encountered an impulse 
of liberty developing out of German life itself: the result was the enlight- 
ened absolutism in the manner of Frederick the Great, who looked upon 
rule, office, and army as a servant of the whole community, and who con- 
sidered such service a moral duty. 
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THOMAS CARLYLE 


6. Democracy h Forever ImpotMible* 


Alas, on this side of the Atlantic and on that, Democracy, we apprehend, 
is forever impossible! So much, with certainty of loud astonished contradic- 
tion from all manner of men at present, but with sure appeal to the Law of 
Nature and the ever-abiding Fact, may be suggested and asserted once 
more. The Universe itself is a Monarchy and Hierarchy; large liberty of 
“voting” there, all manner of choice, utmost free-will, but with conditions 
inexorable and immeasurable annexed to every exercise of the same. A most 
free commonwealth of “voters”; but with Eternal Justice to preside over it. 
Eternal Justice enforced by Almighty Power! This is the model of “consti- 
tutions”; this: nor in any Nation where there has not yet (in some sup- 
portable and withal some constantly-increasing degree) been confided to the 
Noblest, with his select series of Nobler, the divine everlasting duty of di- 
recting and controlling the Ignoble, has the “Kingdom of God,” which we 
all pray for, “come,” nor can “His will” even tend to be “done on Earth as it 
is in Heaven” till then. My Christian friends, and indeed my Sham-Christian 
and Anti-Christian, and all manner of men, are invited to reflect on this. 
They will find it to be the truth of the case. The Noble in the high place, the 
Ignoble in the low; that is, in all times and in all countries, the Almighty 
Maker’s Law. 

To raise the Sham-Noblest, and solemnly consecrate him by whatever 
method, new-devised, or slavishly adhered to from old wont, this, little 
as we may regard it, is, in all times and countries, a practical blasphemy, 
and Nature will in no wise forget it. Alas, there lies the origin, the fatal 
necessity, of modern Democracy everywhere. It is the Noblest, not the Sham- 
Noblest; it is God-Almighty’s Noble, not the Court-Tailor’s Noble, nor the 
Ablc-Editor’s Noble, that must in some approximate degree, be raised to the 
supreme place; he and not a counterfeit, — under penalties! Penalties deep 
as death, and at length terrible as hcll-on-earth, my constitutional friend! 
—Will the ballot-box raise the Noblest to the chief place; does any sane man 
deliberately believe such a thing.? That nevertheless is the indispensable 
result, attain it how we may: if that is attained, all is attained; if not that, 

• From Thomas Carlyle, Latter-Day Pamphlets (1850)- 
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nothing. He that cannot believe the ballot-box to be attaining it, will be com- 
paratively indifferent to the ballot-box. Excellent for keeping the ship’s crew 
at peace under their Phantasm Captain; but unserviceable, under such, for 
getting round Cape Horn. Alas, that there should be human beings requir- 
ing to have these things argued of, at this late time of day I 

I say, it is the everlasting privilege of the foolish to be governed by the wise; 
to be guided in the right path by those who know it better than they. This is 
the first “right of man”; compared with which all other rights are as nothing, 
— mere superfluities, corollaries which will follow of their own accord out 
of this; if they be not contradictions to this, and less than nothing! To the 
wise it is not a privilege; far other indeed. Doubtless, as bringing preser- 
vation to their country, it implies preservation of themselves withal; but in- 
trinsically it is the harshest duty a wise man, if he be indeed wise, has laid to 
his hand. A duly which he would fain enough shirk; which accordingly, 
in these sad times of doubt and cowardly sloth, he has long everywhere been 
endeavouring to reduce to its minimum, and has in fact in most cases nearly 
escaped altogether. It is an ungoverned world; a world which we flatter our- 
selves will henceforth need no governing. On the dust of our heroic ances- 
tors we too sit ballot-boxing, saying to one another. It is well, it is well! By 
inheritance of their noble struggles, we have been permitted to sit slothful 
so long. By noble toil, not by shallow laughter and vain talk, they made this 
English Existence from a savage forest into an arable inhabitable field for 
us; and we, idly dreaming it would grow spontaneous crops forever, — 
find it now in a too questionable state; peremptorily requiring real labour 
and agriculture again. Real “agriculture” is not pleasant; much pleasanter to 
reap and winnow (with ballot-box or otherwise) than to plough! 

Who would govern that can get along without governing.? He that is 
fittest for it, is of all men the unwillingest unless constrained. By multifarious 
devices we have been endeavouring to dispense with governing; and by very 
superficial speculations, of laissez-faire, supply-and-demand, &c. &c. to per- 
suade ourselves that it is best so. The Real Captain, unless it be some Captain 
of mechanical Industry hired by Mammon, where is he in these days? 
Most likely, in silence, in sad isolation somewhere, in remote obscurity; 
trying if, in an evil ungoverned time, he cannot at least govern himself. The 
Real Captain undiscoverable; the Phantasm Captain everywhere very con- 
spicuous:— it is thought Phantasm Captains, aided by ballot-boxes, are the 
true method, after all. They are much the pleasantest for the time being! 
And so no Dux or Duke of any sort, in any province of our affairs, now 
leads: the Duke’s Bailiff leads, what little leading is required for getting-in 
the rents; and the Duke merely rides in the state-coach. It is everywhere so: 
and now at last we see a world all rushing towards strange consummations, 
because it is and has long been sol 
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THOMAS CARLYLE 


7. **Give Me a Leadei^** 


Democracy, we arc well aware, what is called “self-government” of the 
multitude by the multitude, is in words the thing everywhere passionately 
clamoured for at present. Democracy makes rapid progress in these latter 
times, and ever more rapid, in a perilous accelerative ration; towards de- 
mocracy, and that only, the progress of things is everywhere tending as 
to the final goal and winning-post. So think, so clamour the multitudes ev- 
erywhere. And yet all men may sec, whose sight is good for much, that in 
democracy can lie no finality; that with the completest winning of democ- 
racy there is nothing yet won,— except emptiness, and the free chance to 
win! Democracy is by the nature of it, a self-cancelling business: and gives 
in the long-run a net-result of zero. Where no government is wanted, save 
that of the parish-constable, as in America with its boundless soil, every 
man being able to find work and recompense for himself, democracy may 
subsist; not elsewhere, except briefly, as a swift transition towards some- 
thing other and farther. Democracy never yet, that we heard of, was able 
to accomplish much work, beyond that same cancelling of itself. Rome and 
Athens are themes for the schools; unexceptionable for that purpose. In 
Rome and Athens, as elsewhere, if we look practically, we shall find that it 
was not by loud voting and debating of many, but by wise insight and order- 
ing of a few that the work was done. So is it ever, so will it ever be. The French 
Convention was a Parliament elected “by the five points,” with ballot-boxes, 
universal suffrages, and what not, as perfectly as Parliament can hope to be 
in this world; and had indeed a pretty spell of work to do and did it. The 
French Convention had to cease from being a free Parliament, and become 
more arbitrary than any Sultan Bajazet, before it could so much as subsist. 
It had to purge out its argumentative Girondins, elect its Supreme Commit- 
tee of Salut, guillotine into silence and extinction all that gainsayed it, and 
rule and work literally by the sternest despotism ever seen in Europe, before 
it could rule at all. Napoleon was not president of a republic; Cromwell 
tried hard to rule in that way, but found that he could not. These, “the 
armed soldiers of democracy,” had to chain democracy under their feet, and 


From Thomas Carlyle, Chartism (1840). 
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become despots over it, before they could work out the earnest obscure pur- 
pose of democracy itself! Democracy, take it where you will in our Europe, 
is found but as a regulated method of rebellion and abrogation; it abrogates 
the old arrangement of things; and leaves, as we say, zero and vacuity for 
the institution of a new arrangement. It is the consummation of No- 
government and laissez-faire. It may be natural for our Europe at present; 
but cannot be the ultimatum of it. Not towards the impossibility, “self- 
government” of a multitude by a multitude; but towards some possibility, 
government by the wisest, does bewildered Europe struggle. The blessedest 
possibility: not misgovernment, not Laissez-faire, but veritable government! 
Cannot one discern too, across all democratic turbulence, clattering of 
ballot-boxes and infinite sorrowful jangle, needful or not, that this at bottom 
is the wish and prayer of all human hearts, everywhere and at all times: 
“Chve me a leader; a true leader, not a false sham-leader; a true leader, that 
he may guide me on the true way, that I may be loyal to him, that I may 
swear fealty to him and follow him, and feel that it is well with me!” The 
relation of the taught to their teacher, of the loyal subject to his guiding king, 
is, under one shape or another, the vital element of human Society; indis- 
pensable to it, perennial in it; without which, as a body left of its soul, it 
falls down into death, and with horrid noisome dissolution passes away and 
disappears. 


THOMAS CARLYLE 


8. Prophet of Fascism* 


We come now to the last form of Heroism; that which we call Kingship. 
The Commander over men; he to whose will our wills are to be subordi- 
nated, and loyally surrender themselves, and find their welfare in doing so, 
may be reckoned the most important of Great Men. He is practically the 
summary for us of all the various figures of Heroism; Priest, Teacher, what- 
soever of earthly or of spiritual dignity we can fancy to reside in a man, em- 
bodies itself here, to command over us, to furnish us with constant practical 
teaching, to tell us for the day and hour what we are to do. He is called 
Rex, Regulator, Roi: our own name is still better; King, Konning, which 
means Cu«-ning, Able-man. 

Numerous considerations, pointing towards deep, questionable, and in- 
deed unfathomable regions, present themselves here: on the most of which 

•From Thomas Carlyle, On Heroes. Herd-Worship and the Heroic in History (1840). 
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wc must resolutely for the present forbear to speak at all. As Burke said that 
perhaps fair Trial hy Jury was the Soul of Government, and that all legisla- 
tion, administration, parliamentary debating, and the rest of it, went on, in 
“order to bring twelve impartial men into a jury-box”; — so, by much stronger 
reason, may I say here, that the finding of your Ableman and getting him 
invested with the symbols of ability, with dignity, worship («/orM-ship) 
royalty, kinghood, or whatever we call it, so that he may actually have room 
to guide according to his faculty of doing it, — is the business, well or ill 
accomplished, of all social procedure whatsoever in this world! Hustings- 
speeches, Parliamentary motions, Reform Bills, French Revolutions, all mean 
at heart this; or else nothing. Find in any country the Ablest Man that exists 
there; raise him to the supreme place, and loyally reverence him: you have a 
perfect government for that country; no ballot-box, parliamentary eloquence, 
voting, constitution-building, or other machinery whatsoever can improve it 
a whit. It is in the perfect state: an ideal country. The Ablest Man; he means 
also the truest- hearted, justest, the Noblest Man: what he tells us to do must 
be precisely the wisest, fittest, that we could anywhere or anyhow learn; — 
the thing which it will in all ways behove us, with right loyal thankfulness, 
and nothing doubting, to do! Our doing and life were then, so far as govern- 
ment could regulate it, well regulated; that were the ideal of constitutions. 

Alas, we know very well that Ideals can never be completely embodied in 
practice. Ideals must ever lie a very great way off; and we will right thank- 
fully content ourselves with any not intolerable approximation thereto! Let 
no man, as Schiller says, too querulously “measure by a scale of perfection 
the meagre product of reality” in this poor world of ours. We will esteem 
him no wise man; we will esteem him a sickly, discontented, foolish man. 
And yet, on the other hand, it is never to be forgotten that Ideals do exist; 
that if they be not approximated to at all, the whole matter goes to wreck! 
Infallibly. No bricklayer builds a wall perfectly perpendicular, mathemati- 
cally this is not possible; a certain degree of perpendicularity suffices him; 
and he, like a good bricklayer, who must have done with his job, leaves it so. 
And yet if he sway too much from the perpendicular; above all, if he throw 
plummet and level quite away from him, and pile brick on brick heedless, 
just as it comes to hand — ! Such bricklayer, I think, is in a bad way. He has 
forgotten himself: but the Law of Gravitation does not forget to act on him; 
he and his wall rush-down into confused welter of ruin! 

This is the history of all rebellions, French Revolutions, social explosions 
in ancient or modern times. You have put the too C/»able man at the head 
of affairs! The too ignoble, unvaliant, fatuous man. You have forgotten that 
there is any rule, or natural necessity whatever, of putting the Able Man 
there. Brick must lie on brick as it may and can. Unable Simulacrum of 
Ability, quacl{^, in a word, must adjust himself with quack, in all manner of 
administration of human things; — which accordingly lie unadm.inisterid, 
fermenting into unmeasured masses of failure, of indigent misery: in the 
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outward, and in the inward or spiritual, miserable millions stretch-out the 
hand for their due supply, and it is not there. The “law of gravitation” acts; 
Nature’s laws do none of them forget to act. The miserable millions burst 
forth into Sansculottism, or some other sort of madness; bricks and brick- 
layers lie as fatal chaos! 

Much sorry stuff, written some hundred years ago or more, about the 
“Divine right of Kings,” moulders unread now in the Public Libraries of 
this country. Far be it from us to disturb the calm process by which it is 
disappearing harmlessly from the earth, in those repositories! At the same 
time, not to let the immense rubbish go without leaving us, as it ought, some 
soul of it behind — I will say that it did mean something; something 
true, which it is important for us and all men to keep in mind. To assert that 
in whatever man you chose to lay hold of (by this or the other plan of clutch- 
ing at him); and clapt a round piece of metal on the head of, and called 
King, — there straightway came to reside a divine virtue, so that he became a 
kind of God, and a Divinity inspired him with faculty and right to rule 
over you to all lengths: this, — what can we do with this but leave it to rot 
silently in the Public Libraries? But I will say withal, and that is what these 
Divine-right men meant. That in Kings, and in all human Authorities, and 
relations that men god-created can form among each other, there is verily 
cither a Divine Right or else a Diabolic Wrong; one or the other of these two! 
For it is false altogether, what the last Sceptical Century taught us, that this 
world is a steam engine. There is a God in this world; and a God’s-sanction, 
or else the violation of such, docs look-out from all ruling and obedience, 
from all moral-acts of men. There is no act more moral between men than 
that of rule and obedience. Woe to him that claims obedience when it is not 
due; woe to him that refuses it when it is! God’s law is in that, I say, however 
the Parchment-laws may run: there is a Divine Right or else a Diabolic 
Wrong at the heart of every claim that one man makes upon another. 

It can do none of us harm to reflect on this: in all the relations of life it will 
concern us; in Loyalty and Royalty, the highest of these. I esteem the modern 
error. That all goes by self-interest, and the checking and balancing of greedy 
knaveries, and that, in short, there is nothing divine whatever in the associa- 
tion of men, a still more despicable error, natural as it is to an unbelieving 
century, than that of a “divine right” in people called Kings. I say. Find me 
the true Konning, King, or Able-man, and he has a divine right over me. 
That we knew in some tolerable measure how to find him, and that all men 
were ready to acknowledge his divine right when found: this is precisely 
the healing which a sick world is cvery-where, in these ages, seeking after! 
The true King, as guide of the practical, has ever something of the Pontiff 
in him,— guide of the spiritual, from which all practice has its rise. This too 
is a true saying. That the King is head of the Church . — But we will leave the 
Polemic stuff of a dead century to lie quiet on its bookshelves. 



Chapter FffI 


FASCISM: GOVERNMENT BY FORCE 
AND LIES 


Fascism is the twcnticth-century version of age-old 
tendencies in politics. Like democracy, it is a universal phenomenon, and, 
like democracy, it is firmly entrenched in the national tradition of some 
countries, and only an ephemeral phenomenon in others. Unlike the au- 
thoritarian absolutism of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. Fascism 
is a post-democratic phenomenon in politics, and it cannot be understood 
save as a reaction to democracy. The use of popular organizations and mass 
activities is one of the distinguishing features of Fascism, and it has 
learned from democracy the value of popular support for national policies. 
From socialism Fascism borrowed enough anticapitalist slogans and catch- 
words to attract a section of the working classes. Scientifically organized 
propaganda and terror was another characteristic of the fascist state. De- 
pressing as Fascism must appear to adherents of the democratic ideal, it 
should be borne in mind that Fascism succeeded to power between the two 
world wars only in those countries in which democracy had never been 
firmly established, or in which it was virtually unknown. Conversely, 
where democracy had led a healthy life before 1914, Fascism was weak and 
ineffective in the nineteen twenties and thirties. 

The spirit of German political nihilism is faithfully reflected in Carl 
Schmitt’s article on “The Oincept of ‘The Political,’ ” published in 1927 in 
Archiv fur Sozialwissenschaft und Sozialpoliti^. This essay (never before 
translated into Engfish) was later expanded by Schmitt into a book, and 
became one of the most widely read and quoted political works in Germany 
in the Nazi era. Schn>-tt was undoubtedly one of the two or three ablest 
German political scie itists of the twentieth century. His brilliance was sur- 
passed only by his Lck of character; in 1919 Schmitt was a near Communist; 
later, he ran through the gamut of all maj^ German political parties. From 
communism he “evolved” into a Social D^ocrat, Democrat, Catholic Cen- 
trist, German Nationalist, and, finally, a full-fledged Nazi. Schmitt’s defini- 
tion of the friend-enemy contrast as the peculiar and specific criterion of the 
realm of politics gave the German militarists and Nazis the philosophical 
clothing with which to cover up the vacuity of ethical nihilism. Schmitt 
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even denies that the liberal theory of the state, which seeks to “tame” govern- 
ment through ethical rules and such techniques as checks and balances and 
separation of powers, is a political theory at all. Politics begins and ends with 
the possibility of an enemy — and his total annihilation. This conception of 
politics is extended by Schmitt from the domestic to the international scene 
in which states face each other all the time as implacable enemies, to be 
eventually destroyed. 

Hitler’s eulogy of the Big Lie in Mein Kampj is one of the most famous 
passages in his book. His use of the Big Lie, though advertised in advance, 
was amazingly effective in Germany as well as abroad. Committing, later, 
crimes of previously unknown magnitude, the Germans reckoned that the 
rest of the world would refuse to believe them because of their very magni- 
tude, whereas it might have believed crimes on a smaller scale, which were 
within the range of known experience. Hitler’s doctrine of the Big Lie 
finally boomeranged, but not before it had been instrumental in bringing 
about the most devastating war in history. The psychological acuteness of 
this theory must be distinguished from its immorality; it is a technique that 
demagogues will try again. 

Qjmpared with the utter nihilism of Hitler, Mussolini’s political faith, 
as expressed in 19^2 in 7 ' he Political and Social Doctrine of Fascism, seems 
to remain within the orbit of Western traditions. Mussolini’s ideas may have 
been wrong, but they were firmly based on political philosophies of a long 
European heritage. Compared with Abraham Lincoln or John Stuart Mill, 
Mussolini must appear like the devil incarnate. Compared with Hitler, Mus- 
solini emerged as Archangel Benito. One of the main differences between 
the two men was this: Hitler believed in his own lies, whereas Mussolini 
did not. 

The picture of democracy that Mussolini draws, is distorted and one-sided, 
as viewed from countries in which democracy has led a strong and healthy 
existence. As seen from countries which have known only a caricature or 
sham of democracy, his picture is not greatly overdrawn. Essentially, Mus- 
solini denied that democracy was either possible or desirable — and on both 
scores he sought to adduce historical evidence from the general decline of 
the liberal-democratic ideology in the late nineteenth and early twentieth 
centuries. By contrast, Mussolini emphasizes the authority of the state, which 
he also expressed in his famous formula “Nothing outside of the state, 
nothing against the stale, nothing above the state.” More important than 
Mussolini’s plea for a strong stat^is his frank rejection of the ideal of peace 
among nations. He holds peace imjwssible as well as undesirable, because 
war alone “brings up to its highest tension all human energy and puts the 
stamp of nobility upon the peoples who have the courage to meet it.” 

Fascism is more than a momentary political aberration of certain nations 
in Eur«)pc and Asia, The nature of Fascism as a symptom of broader social 
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disintegration of modern society is examined by Talcott Parsons in “Some 
Sociological Aspects of the Fascist Movements” (1942). Parsons, one of 
America’s leading sociologists, examines the specific factors in modern in- 
dustrial society which lead to “anomie,” a state “where large numbers of 
individuals are to a serious degree lacking in the kind of integration with 
stable institutional patterns which is essential to their own personal stability 
and to the smooth functioning of the social system.” Industrialization and 
urbanization have, through increased rationalization of all spheres of life, 
challenged, and frequently “debunked,” traditional values, without always 
providing adequate substitute values in maintaining a civilized way of life. 
The protest against reason is thus a key element in the ideology of Fascism. 
The other principal element in Fascism is the protection of vested interests 
against free political and economic institutions, be they parliaments or labor 
unions. Especially where “business interests have not been closely integrated 
with strong liberal institutions” (as in Germany and Japan), the protection 
of business interests is likely to be fused with Fascist movements. 

Yet it would be a mistake to see in Fascism nothing more than “capitalism 
in decay,” as the Marxist interpretation would have it. What is decisive in 
Fascism, as in Communist totalitarianism, is its attitude on the basic issue 
of respect for man, rather than whether it protects this or that economic 
interest. This fundamental issue is discussed by Joost A. M. Meerloo, a psy- 
chiatrist interested in the psychological aspects of totalitarianism, in The 
Rape of the Mind: The Psychology of Thought Control, Menticide, and 
Brainwashing (1956). Two of the new concepts coined in our age of mass 
murder and despotism are genocide (the deliberate murder of an entire na- 
tion) and menticide (the killing of the mind). The latter concept was con- 
tributed by Meerloo, who personally experienced the methods of the German 
secret police in his native Holland during World War II. “Mindless robotism” 
is the normal way of living in “Totalitaria” — the name for any country in 
which a single group of the Right or Left wields absolute power and in which 
conformity is so complete that “disagreement and differences of opinion are 
crimes.” Losing any individual personality of his own, the totalitarian robot 
man also loses his personal conscience and ethics. Intellectually, too, totali- 
tarian man is reduced from a thinking individual to a mechanical instrument 
that can only play back the slogans that have been fed into it by its masters. 
Although this process of de-humanization can most fully be studied in the 
examples of Nazi Germany and Communist Russia, Meerloo warns that no 
country is safe, for “the brutal truth is that any country can be turned into 
a Totalitaria.” 

The defeat of the Axis in World War II has by no means removed forever 
the threat of Fascism. As a political system. Fascism may be destroyed for 
a time, so long as there is no Great Power that foments it throughout the 
world. As an attitude of mind, as a reflection of personal and social authori- 
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tarianism, however, Fascism can survive temporary defeats. Only a few years 
after Fascist regimes had led Germany and Italy to disaster and humiliation, 
neo-Fascist and neo-Nazi organizations brazenly resumed operations in 
both countries. In Argentina, Dictator Peron was overthrown in 1955, but 
Peronismo, the Argentine brand of Fascism, survived as a dangerous politi- 
cal force. 


CARL SCHMITT 


1 . PolUica: The Struggle with the Enemy* 


The definition of the concept of the “political” can be arrived at only 
through the discovery of the specifically political categories. Politics stands 
as an independent sphere of its own, apart from other, relatively independ- 
ent, spheres of human thought and action, such as morals, esthetics, econom- 
ics, the complete enumeration of which is not required here. Politics must, 
therefore, possess its own, ultimately independent, distinguishing character- 
istics, to which all specifically |>olitical action can be traced back. Let us as- 
sume that, in the province of morals, these distinctions are Good and Evil; 
in esthetics, Ikauiiful and Ugly; in economics. Useful and Harmful, or Prof- 
itable and Unprofitable. The question then remains whether a specific and 
self-evident distinguishing characteristic exists in the realm of politics, and 
what it is. 

The specifically political distinction to which political acts and motiva- 
tions may be traced back, is the distinction of friend and enemy. It corre- 
sponds, in politics, to the relatively independent distinctions in other fields: 
Ciood and Evil in morals; Hcautiful and Ugly in esthetics, etc. This distinc- 
tion is independent, i.e., it cannot be deduced from any of these other dis- 
tinctions, singly or combined. Just as the contrast between Good and Evil 
is not identical with, nor reducible to, that of Beautiful and Ugly, or of 
Useful and Harmful, it must not be confused or mixed up with any of 
these other contrasts. The distinction between friend and enemy can subsist, 
in theory and practice, without applying, at the same time, moral, esthetic, 
economic, or other distinctions. The political enemy need not be morally 
evil nor esthctically ugly; he need not appear as an economic competitor, and 
it may, in lact, he advantageous to do business with him. He is the other, the 
stranger, and his natuic is sufficiently defined if he is, in an intense way, 
existentially dilTerent and strange; in case of conflict, he constitutes the 

•From Carl "The Contcpi of ‘The Political','' Archw fur Sozialwissenschaft und 

Sotialftolin^, Vol. (September, 11)27). TranUateii by William F.benstein. 
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negation o£ one’s own kind of existence, and must therefore be repulsed or 
fought, in order to preserve one’s own way of life. In psychological reality, 
the enemy is easily treated as evil and ugly, because politics, like any autono- 
mous area of human life, gladly calls on the help which it can receive from 
the distinctions of other spheres. This does not change the independence of 
such specific distinctions. As a consequence, the opposite is valid, too: what 
is morally bad, esthetically ugly, or economically harmful, need not be the 
enemy; what is morally good, esthetically beautiful, and economically useful, 
does not become, necessarily, the friend in the specifically political meaning 
of the word. The basic autonomy and independence of politics is evident in 
the possibility of distinguishing such a specific contrast of friend and enemy 
from other contrasts, and to conceive of it as an independent category. 

The concepts of friend and enemy are to be understood in their concrete 
meaning of existence, not as symbols or metaphors, nor fused with, or weak- 
ened by, economic, moral and other ideas, nor as the expression of private 
feelings and tendencies. They arc not normative or “spiritual” contrasts. 
Liberalism has transformed the enemy, from the economic side, into a com- 
petitor, and from the ethical side, into a debating adversary. In the sphere of 
economics, it is true, there are no enemies, but only competitors, and in a 
world suffused with morals and ethics, there arc only debating contestants. 
However, the enemy is something entirely different. It makes no difference 
whether one considers it a reprehensible and atavistic residue of barbarian 
ages or not, that men still separate each other as friends and enemies, or 
whether one entertains the hope that this distinction will disappear, one day, 
from the earth, or whether it is good and advisable to construe the fiction, 
for educational reasons, that there are no more enemies. What is at stake, are 
not fictions and prescriptions of what ought to be, but real existence and the 
real possibility of this distinction of friend and enemy. One may share those 
hopes and pedagogical efforts. But one cannot rationally deny that nations 
have been able to line up, till now, according to the distinction of friend and 
enemy, and that it continues as a real possibility for every politically existent 
nation. 

The enemy is, thus, not the competitor or opponent m general. Nor is he 
the private opponent whom one hates. "Enemy” is only a collectivity of men 
who eventually, i.e., as a real possibility, will fight against a similar collec- 
tivity of people. Enemy is only the public enemy, because everything that 
relates to such a collectivity, especially a whole nation, becomes public. 

The genuine concept of the enemy thus implies the eventual reality of a 
struggle. One should abstract, from this term, all accidental changes inherent 
in the historical evolution of the techniques of war and armaments. War is 
armed struggle between nations. The essential characteristic of “the weapon” 
is the fact that it is a means of physical killing of human beings. The word 
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“struggle,” like the term “enemy,” is to be taken here in its original 
meaning. It does not mean competition, nor the “intellectual” struggle of 
discussion, nor the symbolic struggle, which, after all, every person fights, 
and be it only with his inertia. The terms “friend,” “enemy,” and “struggle” 
obtain their real significance from their relation to the real possibility of 
physical killing. War follows from enmity, because the latter is existential 
negation of another being. War is only the most extreme negation of enmity. 
As long as the concept of the enemy retains its meaning, war need not be 
an everyday, normal occurrence, nor need it be felt as an ideal, but must sub- 
sist as a real possibility. 

The conceptual characteristics of politics imply the pluralism of states. 
Political unity presupposes the real possibility of an enemy and, thus, of 
another, co-existing jiolitical unity. Therefore, as long as there is a state, 
there will always be several states on earth, rather than one world “state” 
comprehending the whole world and all of humanity. The political world 
is a pit ri verse, not a universe. To this extent, every theory of the state is 
[lurahsiic, though in a different sense from the pluralism of Laski. The very 
nature of political organization makes its universality impossible. If the vari- 
ous nations and hum.in groupings of the earth were all so united as to make 
a .struggle among them actually impossible, if the distinction between friend 
and enemy ce.ises to operate even as a mere eventuality, then all that is left 
is econotuics, morals, law, art, etc., but not politics or a state. 


ADOLF HITLER 


2. The liifffier ihe Lie^ the Better* 


lake the wom.in, whose psychic state is determined less by grounds of 
abstract leason than by an indefinable emotional longing for a force which 
will complement her nature, and who, conscc]uently, would rather bow to 
a strong man than dominate a weakling, likewise the masses love a com- 
maiuler more than a petitioner and feel inwardly more satisfied by a doc- 
trine, tolerating no other liesidc itself, than by the granting of liberalistic 
freedom with which, as a rule, they can do little, and are prone to feel that 
they have been abandoned. They are equally unaware of their shameless 

•Ktotn .\aolf liulcr. Man Kampf (1935-1927; translated by Ralph Manheiin, Houghton 
MaHin Cornpaiu, 1943). By perniisMon. 
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spiritual terrorization and the hideous abuse of their human freedom, 
for they absolutely fail to suspect the inner insanity of the whole doctrine. 
All they see is the ruthless force and brutality of its calculated manifesta- 
tions, to which they always submit in the end. 

All propaganda must be popular and its intellectual level must be adjusted 
to the most limited intelligence among those it is addressed to. Consequently, 
the greater the mass it is intended to reach, the lower its purely intellectual 
level will have to be. But if, as in propaganda for sticking out a war, the aim 
is to influence a whole people, we must avoid excessive intellectual demands 
on our public, and too much caution cannot be exerted in this direction. 

The more modest its intellectual ballast, the more exclusively it takes into 
consideration the emotions of the masses, the more effective it will be. And 
this is the best proof of the soundness or unsoundness of a propaganda cam- 
paign, and not success in pleasing a few scholars or young aesthetes. 

The art of propaganda lies in understanding the emotional ideas of the 
great masses and finding, through a psychologically correct form, the way 
to the attention and thence to the heart of the broad masses. The fact that 
our bright boys do not understand this merely shows how mentally lazy 
and conceited they are. 

Once we understand how necessary it is for propaganda to be adjusted to 
the broad mass, the following rule results: 

It is a mistake to make propaganda many-sided, like scientific instruction, 
for instance. 

The receptivity of the great masses is very limited, their intelligence is 
small, but their power of forgetting is enormous. In consequence of the.se 
facts, all effective propaganda must be limited to a very few points and 
must harp on these in slogans until the last member of the public under- 
stands what you want him to understand by your slogan. As soon as you 
sacrifice this slogan and try to be many-sided, the effect will piddle away, for 
the crowd can neither digest nor retain the material offered. In this way the 
result is weakened and in the end entirely cancelled out. 

The magnitude of a lie always contains a certain factor of credibility, since 
the great masses of the people in the very bottom of their hearts tend to be 
corrupted rather than consciously and purposely evil, and that, therefore, 
in view of the primitive simplicity of their minds, they more easily fall a 
victim to a big lie than to a little one, since they themselves lie in little things, 
but would be ashamed of lies that were too big. Such a falsehood will never 
enter their heads, and they will not be able to believe in the possibility of such 
monstrous effrontery and infamous misrepresentation in others; yes, even 
when enlightened on the subject, they will long doubt and waver, and con- 
tinue to accept at least one of these causes as true. Therefore, something of 
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even the most insolent lie will always remain and stick — ^ fact which all 
the great lie-virtuosi and lying-clubs in this world know only too well and 
also make the most treacherous use of. 


BENITO MUSSOLINI 


3. Faschnif War, Dictatorship* 


Fascism combats the whole complex system of democratic ideology, and 
repudiates it, whether in its theoretical premises or in its practical application. 
Fascism denies that the majority, by tbe simple fact that it is a majority, 
can direct human society; it denies that numbers alone can govern by means 
of a periodical consultation, and it affirms the immutable, beneficial, and 
fruitful inctpiality of mankind, which can never be permanently leveled 
thrj)ugh the mere operation of a mechanical process such as universal suf- 
frage. The democratic regime may be defined as from time to time giving 
the people the illusion of sovereignty, while the real effective sovereignty 
lies in the hands of other concealed and irresponsible forces. Democracy is 
a regime nominally without a king, but it is ruled by many kings — more 
absolute, tyrannical, and ruinous than one sole king, even though a tyrant. 
This explains why Fascism, having first in 1922 (for reasons of expedi- 
ency) assumed an attitude tending towards republicanism, renounced this 
point of view before the march to Rome, being convinced that the question 
of political form is not today of prime importance, and after having studied 
the examples of monarchies and republics past and present reached the con- 
clusion that monarchy or republicanism arc not to be judged, as it were, by 
an absolute standard; but that they represent forms in which the evolution — 
political, historical, traditional, or psychological — of a particular country 
has expressed itself. Fascism supersedes the antithesis monarchy or repub- 
licanism, while democracy still tarries beneath the domination of this idea, 
forever pointing out the insufficiency of the first and forever the praising of 
the second as the perfect regime. Today, it can be seen that there arc republics 
innately reactionary and absolutist, and also monarchies which incorporate 
the most ardent social and political hopes of the future. 

“Reason and science," says Renan (one of the inspired pre-Fascists) in 
his philosophical meditations, “arc products of humanity, but to expect rea- 

• From Benito Mussolini, TAe Poiitical and Social Doctrine of Fascism (1932; English trans- 
lation. The Hogarth Press I933)- By permission. 
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son as a direct product of the people and a direct result of their action is to 
deceive onseself by a chimera. It is not necessary for the existence of reason 
that everybody should understand it. And in any case, if such a decimation 
of truth were necessary, it could not be achieved in a low-class democracy, 
which seems as though it must of its very nature extinguish any kind of 
noble training. The principle that society exists solely through the well-being 
and the personal liberty of all the individuals of which it is composed docs 
not appear to be conformable to the plans of nature, in whose workings 
the race alone seems to be taken into consideration, and the individual sacri- 
ficed to it. It is greatly to be feared that the last stage of such a conception of 
democracy (though I must hasten to point out that the term ‘democracy’ 
may be interpreted in various ways) would end in a condition of society in 
which a degenerate herd would have no other preoccupation but the satis- 
faction of the lowest desires of common men.” Thus Renan. Fascism denies, 
in democracy, the absurd conventional untruth of political equality dressed 
out in the garb of collective irresponsibility, and the myth of “happiness”- 
and indefinite progress. But, if democracy may be conceived in diverse forms 
— that is to say, taking democracy to mean a state of society in which the 
populace arc not reduced to impotence in the State — ^Fascism may write 
itself down as “an organized, centralized, and authoritative democracy.” 

Fascism has taken up an attitude of complete opposition to the doctrines 
of Liberalism, both in the political field and the field of economics. There 
should be no undue exaggeration (simply with the object of immediate 
success in controversy) of the importance of Liberalism in the last century, 
nor should what was but one among many theories which appeared in that 
period be put forward as a religion for humanity for all time, present and 
to come. Liberalism only flourished for half a century. It was born in 1830 
in reaction against the Holy Alliance, which had been formed with the 
object of diverting the destinies of Europe back to the period before 1789, 
and the highest point of its success was the year 1848, when even Pius IX 
was a Liberal. Immediately after that date it began to decay, for if the year 
1848 was a year of light and hope, the following year, 1849, was a year of 
darkness and tragedy. The Republic of Rome was dealt a mortal blow by a 
sister republic — that of France — and in the same year Marx launched the 
gospel of the Socialist religion, the famous Communist Manifesto. In 1851 
Napoleon III carried out his far from Liberal coup ditat and reigned in 
France until 1870, when he was deposed by a popular movement as the 
consequence of a military defeat which must be counted as one of the most 
decisive in history. The victor was Bismarck, who knew nothing of the 
religion of liberty, or the prophets by which that faith was revealed. And it 
is symptomatic that such a highlv civilized people as the Germans were 
completely ignorant of the religion of liberty during the whole of the nine- 
teenth century. It was nothing but a parenthesis, represented by that body 
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which has been called “The ridiculous Parliament of Frankfort,” which 
lasted only for a short period. Germany attained her national unity quite 
outside the doctrines of Liberalism~a doctrine which seems entirely for- 
eign to the German mind, a mind essentially monarchic— while Liberalism 
is the logical and, indeed, historical forerunner of anarchy. The stages in 
the achievement of German unity are the three wars of ’64, ’66, and ’70, which 
were guided by such “Liberals” as Von Moltke and Bismarck. As for 
Italian unity, its debt to Liberalism is completely inferior in contrast to that 
which it owes to the work of Mazzini and Garibaldi, who were not Liberals. 
Had it not been for the intervention of the anti-Liberal Napoleon, we should 
iKJt have gained Lombardy; and without the help of the again anti-Liberal 
Bism.arck at Sadowa and Sedan it is very probable that we should never 
have gained the province of Venice in ’66, or been able to enter Rome in 
’70. From 1X70 to 1914 a period began during which even the very high 
priests of tlie religion themselves had to recognize the gathering twilight 
of their faith — tlcfeated as it was by the decadence of literature and atavism 
in practice — that is to say, Nationalism, Futurism, Fascism. The era of Lib- 
eralism, after having accumulated an infinity of Gordian knots, tried to untie 
them in ilu* slaughter of the World War — and never has any religion de- 
manded f)f votaries such a monstrous sacrifice. Perhaps the Liberal Gods 
were athirst for blood? But now, today, the Liberal faith must shut the 
doors of its deserted tcmjiles, deserted because the peoples of the world 
realize diat its woiship — agnostic in the field of economics and indifferent 
in the field of politics and morals — w'ill lead, as it has already led, to certain 
ruin. In addition to this, let it be pointed out that all the political hopes of the 
present day are anti-Liberal, and it is therefore supremely ridiculous to try 
to classify this sole creed as outside the judgment of history, as though his- 
tory were a hunting ground reserved for the professors of Liberalism — as 
though Liberalism were the final unalterable verdict of civilization. 

I'he foundation of Fascism is the conception of the State, its character, 
its duty, and its aim. Fascism conceives of the State as an absolute, in com- 
parison with which all individuals or groups are relative, only to be con- 
ceived of in their relation to the State. The conception of the Liberal State is 
not that of a directing force, guiding the play and development, both mate- 
rial and spiritual, of a collective body, but merely a force limited to the func- 
tion of recording results; on the other hand, the Fascist State is itself con- 
scious, and has itself a will and a personality — thus it may be called the 
“ethic” State. In 1929, at the first five-yearly assembly of the Fascist regime, 
I said: 

“For us Fascists, the State is not merely a guardian, preoccupied solely 
with the duty of assuring the personal safety of the citizens; nor is it an 
organization with purely material aims, such as to guarantee a certain level 
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of well-being and peaceful conditions of life; for a mere council of adminis- 
tration would be sufficient to realize such objects. Nor is it a purely political 
creation divorced from all contact with the complex material reality which 
makes up the life of the individual and the life of the people as a whole. 
The State, as conceived of and as created by Fascism, is a spiritual and moral 
* fact in itself, since its political, juridical, and economic organization of the 
nation is a concrete thing: and such an organization must be in its origins 
and development a manifestation of the spirit. The State is the guarantor 
of security both internal and external, but it is also the custodian and trans- 
mitter of the spirit of the people, as it has grown up through the centuries 
in language, in custom, and in faith. And the State is not only a living reality 
of the present, it is also linked with the past and above all with the future, 
and thus transcending the brief limits of individual life, it represents the 
immanent spirit of the nation. The forms in which States express themselves 
may change, but the necessity for such forms is eternal. It is the State which 
educates its citizens in civic virtue, gives them a consciousness of their mis- 
sion and welds them into unity; harmonizing their various interests 
through justice, and transmitting to future generations the mental conquests 
of science, of art, of law and the solidarity of humanity. It leads men from 
primitive tribal life to that highest expression of human power which is 
Empire; it links up through the centuries the names of those of its members 
who have died for its existence and to obedience to its laws, it holds up the 
memory of the leaders who have increased its territory and the geniuses 
who have illumined it with glory as an example to be followed by future 
generations. When the conception of the State declines, and disunifying and 
contrifugal tendencies prevail, whether of individuals or of particular groups, 
the nations where such phenomena appear arc in the decline.” 

From 1929 until today, evolution, both political and economic, has every- 
where gone to prove the validity of these doctrinal promises. Of such gigan- 
tic importance is the State. Is it the force which alone can provide a solution 
to the dramatic contradictions of capitalism, and that state of affairs which 
we call the shade of Jules Simon, who in the dawn of Liberalism proclaimed 
that, “The State must labor to make itself unnecessary, and prepare the way 
for its own dismissal?” Or of McCulloch, who, in the second half of the 
last century, affirmed that the State must guard against the danger of govern- 
ing too much? What would the Englishman, Bentham, say today to the con- 
tinual and inevitably invoked intervention of the State in the sphere of eco- 
nomics, while according to his theories industry should ask no more of the 
State than to be left in peace? Or the German, Humboldt, according to 
whom the “lazy” State should be considered the best? Is it true that the sec- 
ond wave of Liberal economists were less extreme than the first, and Adam 
Smith himself opened the door — ^if only very cautiously — which leads to 
State intervention in the economic field: but whoever says Liberalism implies 
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individualism, and whoever says Fascism implies the State. Yet the Fascist 
State is unique, and an original creation. It is not reactionary, but revolu- 
tionary, in that it anticipates the solution of the universal political problems 
which elsewhere have to be settled in the political field by the rivalry of 
parties, the excessive power of the parliamentary regime and the irresponsi- 
bility of political assemblies; while it meets the problems of the economic 
field by a system of syndicalism which is continually increasing in impor- 
tance, as much in the sphere of labor as of industry: and in the moral field 
enforces order, discipline, and obedience to that which is the determined 
moral code of the country. Fascism desires the State to be a strong and or- 
ganic body, at the same time reposing upon broad and popular support. 
The Fascist State has drawn into itself even the economic activities of the 
nation, and, through the corporative social and educational institutions cre- 
ated by it, its influence reaches every aspect of the national life and includes, 
framed in their respective organizations, all the political, economic and spirit- 
ual forces of the nation. A State which reposes upon the support of millions 
of individuals who recognize its authority, are continually conscious of its 
power and are ready at once to serve it, is not the old tyrannical State of the 
medieval lord nor has it anything in common with the absolute governments 
either before or after 1789. The individual in the Fascist State is not annulled 
but rather multiplied, just in the same way that a soldier in a regiment is 
not diminished but rather increased by the number of his comrades. The 
Fascist State organizes the nation, but leaves a sufficient margin of liberty 
to the individual; the latter is deprived of all useless and possibly harmful 
freedom, but retains what is essential; the deciding power in this question 
cannot be the individual, but the State alone. 

Above all. Fascism, in so far as it considers the future and the development 
of humanity quite apart from political considerations of the moment, believes 
neither in the possibility nor the utility of perpetual peace. It thus repudiates 
the doctrine of Pacifism — born of a renunciation of the struggle and an act 
of cowardice in the face of sacrifice. War alone brings up to its highest ten- 
sion all human energy and puts the stamp of nobility upon the peoples 
who have the courage to meet it. All other trials arc substitutes, which never 
really put men into the position where they have to make the great decision 
— the alternative of life or death. Thus a doctrine which is founded upon this 
harmful postulate of peace is hostile to Fascism. And thus hostile to the spirit 
of Fascism, though accepted for what use they can be in dealing with particu- 
lar situations, are all the international leagues and societies which, as history 
will show, can be scattered to the winds when once strong national feeling 
is aroused by any motive — sentimental, ideal, or practical. This anti-pacifist 
spirit is carried by Fascism even into the life of the individual; the proud 



FASCISM 369 

motto of the Squadrista, “Me ne Frego,** written on the bandage of the 
wound, is an act of philosophy not only stoic, the summary of a doctrine not 
only political— it is the education to combat, the acceptance of the risks 
which combat implies, and a new way of life for Italy. Thus the Fascist ac- 
cepts life and loves it, knowing nothing of and despising suicide: he rather 
conceives of life as duty and struggle and conquest, life which should be high 
and full, lived for oneself, but above all for others — those who are at hand 
and those who are far distant, contemporaries, and those who will come 
after. 

The “demographic” policy of the regime is the result of the above prem- 
ises. The Fascist, too, loves in actual fact his neighbor, but this “neighbor” 
is not merely a vague and undefined concept, this love for one's neighbor 
puts no obstacle in the way of necessary educational severity, and still less 
to differentiation of status and to physical distance. Fascism repudiates any 
universal embrace, and in order to live worthily in the community of civi- 
lized peoples watches its contemporaries with vigilant eyes, takes good note 
of their state of mind and, in the changing trend of their interests, docs not 
allow itself to be deceived by temporary and fallacious appearances. 

The Fascist State is an embodied will to power and government: the Ro- 
man tradition is here an ideal of force in action. According to Fascism, 
government is not so much a thing to be expressed in territorial or military 
terms as in terms of morality and the spirit. It must be thought of as an 
empire — that is to say, a nation which directly or indirectly rules other na- 
tions, without the need for conquering a single square yard of territory. For 
Fascism, the growth of empire, that is to say the expansion of the nation, 
is an essential manifestation of vitality, and its opposite a sign of decadence. 
Peoples which are rising, or rising again after a period of decadence, are 
always imperialist; any renunciation is a sign of decay and of death. Fascism 
is the doctrine best adapted to represent the tendencies and the aspirations 
of a people, like the people of Italy, who are rising again after many 
centuries of abasement and foreign servitude. But empire demands disci- 
pline, the coordination of all forces and a deeply felt sense of duty and sacri- 
fice: this fact explains many aspects of the practical working of the regime, 
the character of many forces in the State, and the necessarily severe measures 
which must be taken against those who would oppose this spontaneous and 
inevitable movement of Italy in the twentieth century, and would oppose it 
by recalling the outworn ideology of the nineteenth century— repudiated 
wheresoever there has been the courage to undertake great experiments of 
social and political transformation; for never before has the nation stood 
more in need of authority, of direction, and of order. If every age has its own 
characteristic doctrine, there are a thousand signs which point to Fascism 
as the characteristic doctrine of our time. For if a doctrine must he a living 
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thing, this is proved by the fact that Fascism has created a living faith; and 
that this faith is very powerful in the minds of men, is demonstrated 
by those who have suffered and died for it. 

Fascism has henceforth in the world the universality of all those doctrines 
which, in realizing themselves, have represented a stage in the history of the 
human spirit. 


TALCOTT PARSONS 


4. Social Diaintegration and Fascism* 


The older type, especially of European, social theory was, very largely, 
oriented to the understanding, in broad terms, of the social situation of the 
writer’s own time. Whatever was sound in these older attempts, as of a 
Comte, a Spencer or a Marx, tended to be so intimately bound up with sci- 
entifically dubious elements of grandiose speculative construction and meth- 
odological assumption and dogma that the whole genus of analysis has 
tended to become discredited as a result of the general reaction against spec- 
ulative theories. 

In the course of such reactions it is not uncommon for the baby to be 
thrown out with the bath, for elements of sound insight and analysis to be 
lost sight of through their seemingly inseparable involvement with these 
other elements. Perhaps in the last few years more strongly than at any other 
time have there been signs that warrant the hope of an ability in the social 
sciences to apply generalized theoretical analysis to such problems in a thor- 
oughly empirical, tentative spirit which will make possible a cumulative de- 
velopment of understanding, relatively unmarred by scientifically irrelevant 
or untenable elements. The very breadth of the problem of diagnosis of the 
state of a great civilization creates a strong demand for such a method. 

Perhaps the most dramatic single development in the society of the Western 
world in its most recent phase has been the emergence of the great political 
movements usually referred to as “Fascist.” In spite of their uneven inci- 
dence, with Germany and Italy by far the most prominent centers, and their 
varying character in different countries, there is sufficient similarity to ju.s- 
lify the hypothesis that the broad phenomenon is deeply rooted in the struc- 
ture of Western society as a whole and its internal strains and conflicts. 
However much my own approach may turn out to differ from the Marxian 

* Social Forces, Vol. XXI (December, 1943). By permission. 
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this much must certainly be granted the latter— that it docs relate Fascism to 
fundamental and generalized aspects of Western society. 

As a starting point for the present analysis perhaps the common formula 
of characterization as the ‘Vadicalism of the right” is as satisfactory as 
any. It has at least the virtue of calling attention to two important points. 
In the first place Fascism is not “old conservatism” of the sort especially fa- 
miliar before I9i4> although elements which were once conservative in that 
sense have often been drawn into the Fascist movements. Secondly, it is 
definitely of the “right” in that it is specifically oriented in opposition to 
the political movements of the “left,” notably of course communism. 

Perhaps the most important reason why we are justified in speaking of 
“radicalism” lies in the existence of a popular mass movement in which large 
masses of the “common people” have become imbued with a highly emo- 
tional, indeed often fanatical, zeal for a cause. These mass movements, which 
are in an important sense revolutionary movements, are above all what dis- 
tinguishes fascism from ordinary conservatism. They are movements whyjh, 
though their primary orientation is political, have many features in common 
with great religious movements in history, a fact which may serve as a guide 
to the sociological analysis of their origins and character. 

A second important feature is the role played by privileged elite groups, 
groups with a “vested interest” in their position. While from some points of 
view the combination of these two elements in the same movement is para- 
doxical, it will be argued here that it is of the very essence of the phenomenon 
and perhaps more than anything else throws light on the social forces at 
work. 

It has come to be a well-known fact that movements of religious prosely- 
tism tend to develop in situations involving a certain type of social disorgan- 
ization, primarily that early though only roughly characterized by Durk- 
heim as “anomie.” Anomie may perhaps most briefly be characterized as the 
state where large numbers of individuals are to a serious degree lacking in 
the kind of integration with stable institutional patterns which is essential 
to their ov/n personal stability and to the smooth functioning of the social 
system. Of this there are in turn perhaps two principal aspects. In the first 
place there seems to be a deep-seated need for a relative stability of the ex- 
pectations to which action is oriented. The aspect of this on which Durk- 
heim lays primary stress is the sufficiently clear definition of the goals of ac- 
tion — there can, he says, be no sense of achievement in progress toward the 
realization of an infinite goal. But goals are, to a very large extent defined by 
institutionalized expectations. This Durkheim illustrated by the inability of 
indefinite increase of wealth, once cut loose from definite standards, to satisfy 
ambition. 

Similar considerations apply to other aspects of conduct. Expectations can- 
not be stable if the standards with which conformity is demanded are left so 
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vague as not to be a real guide, or if the individual is subjected, in the same 
situation, to two or more conflicting expectations each of which advances 
claims to legitimacy which cannot be ignored. 

The second, it would seem somewhat more difficult and complex aspect, 
lies in the need for a sufficiently concrete and stable system of symbols 
around which the sentiments of the individual can crystallize. In many differ- 
ent aspects of life highly concrete associations are formed which perhaps in 
many cases have no great intrinsic importance in themselves, but in that 
they become stabilized and perpetuated through a living social tradition 
perform a highly important function in integrating social groups and in 
stabilizing the orientation of individuals within them. 

The general character of the typical reaction of the individual to anomie 
is that usually referred to in psychological terms as a state of insecurity. 
The personality is not stably organized about a coherent system of values, 
goals, and expectations. Attitudes tend to vacillate between indecision which 
paralyzes action — and all manner of scruples and inhibitions — and on the 
other hand compulsively “overdetermined” reactions which endow partic- 
ular goals and symbols with an excess of hatred, devotion or enthusiasm over 
what is appropriate to the given situation. Generalized insecurity is com- 
monly associated with high levels of anxiety and aggression, both of which 
arc to an important extent “free-floating” in that they are not merely aroused 
in appropriate form and intensity by fear or anger-provoking situations 
but may be displaced onto situations or symbols only remotely connected 
with their original sources. 

The present formulation of the psychological correlates of anomie has con- 
sciously adhered to the level closest to the more general character of social 
situations — lack of definition of goals and standards, conflicting expectations, 
inadequately concrete and stable symbolization. I am well aware that many 
psycludogists find the deepest sources of insecurity to lie in the relations of 
the individual to his parents and others in the family in early childhood. 
The two approaches arc by no means necessarily in conflict. There is much 
evidence that insecurity developed in adults from the sources hcix indicated 
affects their relations to their children and in turn the character formation 
of the latter, so that a cumulative vicious circle may work itself out. 

An increase in anomic may be a consequence of almost any change in the 
social situation which upsets previous established definitions of the situa- 
tion, or routines of life, or symbolic associations. To be sure, the members of 
some societies have average character types which arc better able to withstand 
and adapt to rapid changes than arc others — but in any case there is a limit 
to the extent and rapidity of change which can take place without engender- 
ing anomic on a large scale. There is ample evidence that the period im- 
mediately preceding our own time was, throughout the Western world, one 
of such rapid and fundamental change as to make this inevitable. 
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It was, in the first place, the period of the Industrial Revolution which, 
though going much farther back in history, tended cumulatively to gain in 
force throughout the nineteenth century and well into the twentieth. Though 
in widely differing deuces, most Western countries changed from predomi- 
nantly agricultural to industrial and commercial societies, a change imping- 
ing not only on occupation but on the life of very large numbers of the popu- 
lation in many different aspects, e^>ecially in the tremendous growth of 
cities and the continual introduction of new elements into the standard 
of living. 

Secondly, and intimately connected with this, the society has been sub- 
jected to many other influences adversely affecting situational stability. Mi- 
gration of population from the rural areas to the growing urban concentra- 
tions has been only one phase of a tremendous and complex migration 
process which has necessitated the complex process of adaptation to new so- 
cial environments — sometimes, as in the great bulk of immigration into the 
United States, assimilation to a drastically different cultural tradition with 
exposure to conflicting expectations and discrimination on ethnic lines. A 
somewhat different source of strain lies in the instability of the new economy 
— the exposure to cyclical fluctuations with unemployment and rapid and 
drastic changes in the standard of living. Inflation and many of the social 
and economic effects of war fit into the same general pattern. 

Though it is perhaps more significant as a consequence of than as a 
casual factor in anomie, the fact is relevant that not only in women’s dress 
but in any number of other fields our society is to a very high degree subject 
to rapid and violent changes of fad and fashion. No sooner have wc become 
attached to a pattern than its social prestige melts away leaving the necessity 
to form a new orientation. This is especially true in the recreational and 
other expressional fields, but applies also to political and cultural ideas, and 
to many fields of consumption patterns. 

Finally, the cultural development of the period has been preeminently 
one to undermine simplicity and stability of orientation. It has been to an 
extraordinary extent a period of the “debunking” of traditional values and 
ideas, and one in which for previously stable cultural patterns in such fields 
as religion, ethics, and philosophy, no comparably stable substitutes have 
appeared — rather a conspicuously unstable factionalism and tendency to fad- 
distic fluctuation. Part of the situation is an inevitable consequence of the 
enormous development of popular education, and of the development of 
mass means of communication so that cultural influences which in an earlier 
time reached only relatively small “sophisticated” minorities now impinge 
upon a very large proportion of the total population. 

Returning for a moment to the psychological level of consideration, one 
of the most conspicuous features of the present situation lies in the extent to 
which patterns of orientation which the individual can be expected to take 
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completely for granted have disappeared. The complexity of the influences 
which impinge upon him has increased enormously, in many or most situ- 
ations the society does not provide him with only one socially sanctioned 
definition of the situation and approved pattern of behavior but with a con- 
siderable number of possible alternatives, the order of preference between 
which is by no means clear. The “burden of decision” is enormously great. 
In such a situation it is not surprising that large numbers of people should, 
to quote a recent unpublished study,' be attracted to movements which can 
offer them “membership in a group with a vigorous esprit de corps with 
submission to some strong authority and rigid system of belief, the individ- 
ual thus finding a measure of escape from painful perplexities or from a 
situation of anomie.'' 

Thus the large-scale incidence of anomie in Western society in recent 
times is hardly open to doubt. This fact alone, however, demonstrates only 
susceptibility to the appeal of movements of the general sociological type 
of fascism but it is far from being adequate to the explanation of the actual 
appearance of such movements or above all the specific patterns in terms of 
which they have become structured. It is this latter problem which must 
next be approached. 

The state of anomic in Western society is not primarily a consequence of 
the impingement on it of structurally fortuitous disorganizing forces though 
these have certainly contributed. It has, rather, involved a very central dy- 
namic process of its own about which a crucially important complex of fac- 
tors of change may be grouped, what, following Max Weber, may be called 
the “process of rationalization,” The main outline of its character and influ- 
ence is too familiar to need to be discussed in detail — but it must be kept 
clearly in mind as a basis for the subsequent analysis. 

Undoubtedly the most convenient single point of reference is to be found 
in the patterns of science. The development of science is itself of course in- 
herently dynamic and has a certain immediate effect in progressively modi- 
fying traditional conceptions of the empirical world. It is, however, its ap- 
plication in technology which provides the most striking source of cumula- 
tive social change, profoundly affecting the concrete circumstances of men’s 
lives in a multitude of ways. Again it is not only that the explicit formal 
content of occupational roles is affected — this is the center from which many 
complex ramifications of change radiate into the informal and symbolic 
areas of men’s working lives, and into their private lives through changes 
in their patterns of consumption, recreation, etc. Whatever the positive value 
of the changes, they always involve an abandonment of traditional orienta- 
tion patterns, circumstances and definitions of the situation which necessi- 
tates a process of readjustment. 

^Theodore W, Sprague, Jehovah's Witnesses: "A Study in Group Integration." Dissertation, 
Harvard University, 1942. 
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Though by no means simply an aspect of science and its application in 
technology a second dynamic complex is intimately related to it. It may be 
characterized as the treatment of a wide range of action patterns and con- 
texts of human relationship in terms of orientation to relatively specific 
and limited goals. Perhaps the classic center of the complex is the field of 
contractual relationships, and its formulation at the hands of such theorists 
as Spencer and Tonnies provides the classic sociological characterization. 
Contractualism overlaps widely with the use of money and the wide exten- 
sion of market relationships. This involves the enormous extension of the 
mobility of elements essential to coordinated human action and the extension 
of the possibility of focussing elements from many sources on the realiza- 
tion of a single goal. Codification and systematization of personal rights 
and individual liberties is another essential aspect as is the clear development 
of the modern institution of ownership in the sphere of property. The ques- 
tion of where ownership is lodged is not the primary issue—but rather the 
concentration of the various rights which taken together we call ownership 
into a single bundle rather than their dispersion; and by the same token 
their segregation from the other elements of the status of their holder. 

By no means the least important element of this complex is the patterning 
of functional roles primarily about their functional content itself with clear 
segregation from other elements of the total social status of the individual — 
in kinship, local ties, even to a considerable extent social class and ethnic 
adherence. Though prominent in the case of independent roles such as those 
of private professional practice this patterning of functional roles is most 
prominent in the field of large-scale organization, indeed without it the latter 
as we know it would scarcely be conceivable at all. 

The interdependence between the complex of science and technology on 
the one hand, and that just discussed on the other is exceedingly close. Some 
schools of thought, as of Veblen and Ogburn, give the former unquestioned 
primacy. This is at least open to serious question since it is only in relatively 
highly developed stages of the patterning of functionally specialized roles 
that the most favorable situation for the functioning of scientific investigation 
and technological application is attained. Less directly the mobility of 
resources through property and market relations, and the institutions of per- 
sonal freedom all greatly facilitate the influence of science on social life. 

Finally, science itself is a central part of the cultural tradition of our society. 
As such it is perhaps the most conspicuous embodiment of the more general 
pattern which may be called that of “critical rationality,” differing from 
others primarily in the place accorded to the canons of empirical observation 
and verification. This same spirit of critical rationality has to an increasing 
extent ramified into many or even most other areas of the cultural tradition. 

Notably of course it has permeated philosophical thought and the religious 
traditions of the various branches of Christianity. In this direction two con- 
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sequences above all have appeared — the questioning of the cognitive status of 
the “non-empirical” elements of philosophical and religious thought, and the 
tendency to eliminate patterns and entities of primarily symbolic significance. 
The use of the categories of “ignorance” and “superstition” as sufficient char- 
acterizations of all thought not in conformity with the particular rational or 
pseudo-rational standards of the moment is an indication of the basic attitude. 

The present concern is not whether the patterns of rationality in these 
dilTerent areas are in some sense superior to those they have tended to sup- 
plant, but rather the relation of their relatively rapid process of development 
to the functioning of the social system. It should be clear that their develop- 
ment is in itself perhaps the most important single source of anomie. Its 
significance in this respect is by no means simple and cannot be adequately 
analyzed here. It is partly a matter of the sheer rapidity of the process, which 
docs not provide an opportunity for stable reorientation. Another aspect is 
the unevenness and incompleteness of its incidence so that it engenders con- 
flicts in the social {iressures impinging on the same groups and as between 
different groups. There is also the question whether, to balance its under- 
mining effect on traditional patterns and values, it succeeds in providing 
even for the groups most thoroughly permeated, functionally adequate sub- 
stitutes. 

But beyond the significance as a source of temporary or permanent anomie, 
the process of rationalization has a further significance of crucial interest 
here. It is to it that we must look for the primary explanation of the structur- 
ing of attitudes and social organization so far as it can be treated as a response 
to the generalized condition of anomic. This question will have to be dis- 
cussed on two primary levels, first that of the cognitive definition of the 
situation, second that of the differential affective appeal of the competing 
definitions of the situation which have come to be available. 

The process of rationalization would scarcely have been of profound social 
importance if it had not affected large numbers of people in the immediate 
circumstances of their daily lives. But as an essential part of the same general 
cultural movement there has developed a tradition of “social thought” which, 
in a sufficiently broad perspective, can be seen to be highly distinctive in spite 
of its internal complexity. It has provided, above all, two interrelated things, 
a diagnosis of the status of the society — particularly in relation to the tradi- 
tional patterns and structures with which the process of rationalization has 
stood in conflict, and a frame of reference for determining the proper atti- 
tudes of “reasonable” men toward the social problems of the day. Its function- 
ing as the “ideology” of social and political movements is a natural conse- 
quence. In a very broad sense it is the ideological patterns of the movements 
of the “left” which are in question. 

Such a tradition of thought is inevitably compounded of various different 
elements which today we find it convenient to distinguish. In the first place, 
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there are certain elements o£ genuine scientific insight which by contrast with 
previous stages may be considered new. Undoubtedly the “utilitarian” 
pattern of analysis of the division of labor and exchange and the correspond- 
ing analysis of the functioning of a system of competitive market relation- 
ships — in short the “classical economics” — is largely in this category. With the 
shift on this level from “economic individualism” in the direction of social- 
ism, especially Marxism, certain changes of emphasis on dificient factors have 
occurred but a fundamental constancy of cognitive pattern, the “utilitarian,” 
has remained. 

From the perspective of a later vantage point we can now see that in spite 
of the undoubtedly sound elements there have from a scientific point of view 
been certain shortcomings in this scheme of thought. Attention has been 
concentrated on one sector of the total structure of a social system— that of 
contract, exchange, monetary transactions — and others such as family life 
have been neglected. But even within the area of focussed attention the 
“fallacy of misplaced concreteness” has, understandably enough, played a 
prominent role. The prominent patterns of thought have, that is, been in- 
adequately placed in perspective and integrated with other elements of a total 
social system. 

The scientifically relevant element has, at the same time, been closely re- 
lated to certain patterns of value orientation — with both a positive and 
a negative aspect. In one connection the new srxrial thought expressed a revolt 
against the old order and a rationalization or justification of the changes in- 
troduced by the process of rationalization. Its primary targets of attack have 
been traditionally established statuses of prestige, authority and privilege and 
the traditionalized patterns themselves which have been integrated with 
these. Positively, the rights of the individual both as against other human 
agencies and as against tradition itself have provided the main focus. 
A fundamental trend toward egalitarianism has also been prominent. 
Broadly the pattern can be described as one of “emancipation” from the con- 
trol of forces without rational sanction, from unjust authority, from monop- 
oly and competitive privilege, from the “tyranny” of ignorance and super- 
stition. 

Finally, apart both from questions of scic.nce and of ethical value the tend- 
ency has, it has been noted, been to extend patterns of rationality into the 
metaphysical realm. Science has been taken as the prototype of all sound 
cognitive orientation and all elements of tradition not scientifically defensible 
have tended to be “debunked.” Here of course traditional religion has been 
the primary object of attack. 

In the earlier phases of its development this scheme of thought overwhelm- 
ingly embodied positive value altitudes. It defined the situation for the emer- 
gence and establishment of a new and magnificent social order, for freedom 
against tyranny, for enlightenment against ignorance and superstition, for 
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equality and justice against privilege, for free enterprise against monopoly 
and the irrational restrictions of custom. 

Gradually, however, with the growing ascendancy of the associated pat- 
terns, in certain directions certain elements of the scheme of thought have 
with altered emphasis and formulation come to be built into a pattern em- 
bodying quite different value attitudes. This has centered primarily on the 
developed system of emancipated and rationalized economic organization. 
The liberation of free enterprise from the tyranny of monopoly and custom 
has, it is said, led only to the system of capitalistic exploitation. The “profit 
motive” has become the object of deep reproach. Inequality, unemployment, 
and new forms of unjust privilege have been brought into the limelight. 
Political liberation from the tyrannical Bourbons has led only to a new en- 
slavement under the “executive Committee of the Bourgeoisie.” 

This new negative orientation to certain primary aspects of the maturing 
modern social order has above all centered on the symbol of “capitalism,” 
which in certain circles has come to be considered as all embracing a key to 
the understanding of all human ills as Original Sin once was. But it is im- 
portant to note that the main intellectual movements within which this has 
developed have retained, even in an extreme form, the rationalized patterns 
in other connections, particularly in attitudes toward ignorance and super- 
stition— lurking behind which economic interests are often seen — and many 
other symbolic and unrationalized patterns of thought and social behavior. 
What in terms of the recent situation is “leftist” social thought is overwhelm- 
ingly “positivistic” as well as utilitarian. 

With the wisdom of hindsight, it can now be clearly seen that this ration- 
alistic scheme of thought has not been adequate to provide a stably institu- 
tionalized diagnosis of even a “modern” social system as a whole, nor has it 
been adequate to formulate all of the important values of our society, nor its 
cognitive orientation to the world. It has been guilty of the fallacy of mis- 
placed concreteness in neglecting or underestimating the role of what Pareto 
has called the “non-logical” aspects of human behavior in society, of the senti- 
ments and traditions of family and informal social relationships, of the refine- 
ments of social stratification, of the peculiarities of regional, ethnic or 
national culture — perhaps above all of religion. On this level it has indeed 
helped to provoke a most important “anii-intellectualist” reaction. 

On another level it has “debunked” many of the older values of our cultural 
tradition, and above all the cognitive patterns of religion, to a point well be- 
yond that to which common values and symbols in the society had moved. 
Even apart from questions of its metaphysical validity it cannot be said ade- 
quately to have expressed the common orientations of the members of the 
society. 

But on top of these inherent strains a crucial role has been played by the 
emergence within the rationalized cultural tradition itself of a definition of 
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the situation which has thoroughly “debunked” many of the institutionalized 
products of the process of rationalization itself. Surely the stage was set for a 
combination of this definition of the situation with a reassertion of all the 
patterns Which the utilitarian scheme had omitted or slighted— -an acceptance 
of its own indictment but a generalization of the diagnosis to make “capi- 
talism” appear a logical outcome of the whole process of rationalization itself, 
not merely of its perversion, and the fact that in certain directions it had not 
been carried far enough. By the same token it is possible to treat both capi- 
talism and its leftist antagonists, especially communism, not as genuine an- 
tagonists but as brothers under the skin, the common enemy. The Jew serves 
as a convenient symbolic link between them. 

This reaction against the “ideology” of the rationalization of society is one 
principal aspect at least of the ideology of fascism. It characteristically accepts 
in essentials the socialist indictment of the existing order described as capi- 
talism, but extends it to include leftist radicalism and the whole penumbra 
of scientific and philosophical rationalism.^ 

The ideological definition of the situation in terms of which the orientation 
of a social movement becomes structured is of great importance but it never 
stands alone. It is necessarily in the closest interdependence with the psycho- 
logical states and the social situations of the people to whom it appeals. We 
must now turn to the analysis of certain effects of the process of rationaliza- 
tion on this level. 

The fundamental fact is that the incidence of the process within the social 
structure is highly uneven — different elements of a population become “ra- 
tionalized” in different degrees, at different rates, and in different aspects of 
their personalities and orientations. 

It may be said that both traditional and rationalized patterns are, to a high 
degree, genuinely institutionalized in our society. Indeed the distinction is 
itself largely relative and dynamic rather than absolute, and both are func- 
tionally essential to an even relatively stable society. Some elements of the 
population are relatively securely integrated but with varying emphasis in 
one direction or the other. Thus the best integrated professional groups 
would lean in the rational direction, certain rural elements in the traditional. 

This difference of incidence has important consequences on both the 
structural and the psychological levels. Structurally it differentiates the social 
system broadly along a continuum of variation from the most highly tradi- 
tionalized areas which have been least touched by the more recent phases of 
the process of rationalization to the most “emancipated areas which tend at 
least partly to institutionalize the most “advanced of the rationalized pat- 
terns or those which arc otherwise most thoroughly emancipated from the 
traditional background. 

•I am aware of the imporunce of other aspects of the total fascist pattern such as its romanti- 
cism and a tendency to ethical nihilism, but cannot stop to analyze them here. 
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For these and other reasons certain areas of the social structure have come 
to stand out conspicuously. In the first place is the area of “intellcctualism’ 
emancipated from the patterns and symbols of traditional though^* secondly 
of urbanism, particularly on the metropolitan scale with its freedom from 
particularistic controls, its cosmopolitanism and general disrespect for tradi- 
tional ties. Third is the area of economic, technological, and administrative 
rationalization in the market system and large-scale organization, especially 
toward the top, with its responsiveness to ad hoc situations and its relation 
to conflicting codes. Fourth is the area of “cultural” emancipation in litera- 
ture and the arts with its high susceptibility to unstable faddism, and its 
association with bohemianism. Finally there is the moral emancipation of 
“Society” with its partial permeation of the upper middle class, the adoption 
of manners and folkways not in keeping with various traditional canons of 
respectability, all the way from women smoking to polite adultery. 

The uneven incidence of these various forms of emancipation results in an 
imperfect structural integration with latent or overt elements of conflict and 
antagonism. These conflicts in turn readily become associated with the ten- 
sions involved in other structural strains in the society. In particular may be 
mentioned here first, the difficult competitive position of the lower middle 
class, near enough to the realization of success goals to feel their attraction 
keenly but the great majority, by the sheer relation of their numbers to the 
relatively few prizes, doomed to frustration. Secondly, the particular strains 
in the situation of youth engendered by the necessity of emancipation from 
the family of orientation and exposure to the insecurities of competitive oc- 
cupational adjustment at about the same stage of the life cycle, and third, the 
insecurity of the adult feminine role in our urban society.® 

An element of at least latent antagonism between relatively emancipated 
and relatively traditionalized elements of the society would exist even if all 
its members were perfectly integrated with institutional patterns, if there 
were no anomie. But we have seen that anomie exists on a large scale. In rela- 
tion to the above discussion, however, two principal foci, each with a tend- 
ency to a different structuring of attitudes need to be distinguished. On the 
one hand certain of the population elements involved in the spearheads of 
the processes of emancipation and rationalization are subject to a high in- 
cidence of it with its attendant insecurity. These elements tend to find the 
main points of reference of their orientations in the relatively well institu- 
tionalized rational and emancipated patterns — in science, liberalism, democ- 
racy, humanitarianism, individual freedom. But being insecure they tend 
to “overreact” and both positively and negatively to be susceptible to symboli- 

*A colleague (£. Y. Hartshorne in an unpublished paper) has noted that in Germany the 
most conspicuous support of the Nazis came from the lower middle class, from youth, and from 
women. On the two latter factors see the author’s paper "Age and Sex in the Social Structure 
of the United States." Amer. Social. Review, Vol. 7, No. 5, October, 1942. 
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zations and definitions of the situation which are more or less distorted cari- 
catures of reality and which are overloaded with affect. Thus negatively the 
traditional order from which emancipation has been taking place is charac- 
terized overwhelmingly as embodying ignorance, superstition, narrow-mind- 
edness, privilege, or, in the later stages, acquisitive capitalistic exploitation. 
On the positive side there has been not only a marked abstractness but also 
some form of naive rationalistic utopianism. The pattern tends to bear con- 
spicuous marks of the psychology of compulsion. It is held that if only certain 
symbolic sources of evil like superstition, or privilege or capitalism were re- 
moved “everything would be all right” automatically and for all time. Indeed 
there is every reason to believe that the psychology of this type of insecurity 
has had much to do with the cognitive biases and inadequacies of utilitarian 
thought as sketched above. It has contributed largely to the currency of a 
definition of the situation which contains conspicuous elements of utopian- 
ism and of distorted caricature. 

The other type of reaction has been prominent in those areas of the society 
where traditional elements have formed the institutionalized points of refer- 
ence for orientation. There the principal sources of anomie have often been 
derived from situational factors such as technological change, mobility and 
ethnic assimilation with relatively little direct relation to rationalized ideo- 
logical patterns. There insecurity has tended to be structured in terms of a felt 
threat to the traditionalized values. The typical reaction has been of an over- 
determined “fundamentalist” type. Aggression has turned toward symbols 
of the rationalizing and emancipated areas which arc felt to be “subversive” 
of these values. Naturally there has at the same time been an exaggerated as- 
sertion of and loyalty to those traditional values. The availability of ready- 
made caricatured definitions of the situation and extreme symbols has of 
course greatly facilitated this structuring. The use of such slogans as “capital- 
ism,” has made it possible to exaggerate the “rottenness” of the whole modern 
society so far as it has departed from the good old values. 

In the complex process of interaction in Western society between imper- 
fectly integrated institutional structures, ideological definitions of the situa- 
tion, and the psychological reaction patterns typical of anomie, at a certain 
stage in the dynamic process of its development this new structured mass 
movement has come upon the scene and at certain points in the Western 
world has gained ascendancy. It is perhaps safe to conclude from the above 
analysis that its possibility is at least as deeply rooted in the social structure 
and dynamics of our society as was socialism at an earlier stage. 

Before turning to another phase of the problem a word may be said about 
the role of nationalism in the present context. Though not, in terms of the 
“old regime,” itself strictly a traditional value, the complex of sentinicnts fo- 
cussing on national cultures has involved many of these traditionalistic ele- 
ments — varying in specific content from one case to another. Ever since the 
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French Revolution a functional relationship between the rise of nationalism 
and the process of rationalization has been evident — ^they have developed 
concurrently. 

For a variety of reasons nationalistic sentiment has been perhaps the readi- 
est channel for the fundamentalist reaction to flow into. The national state 
assumed great actual importance. The actual or potential enemy in the 
power system of states, differing in national tradition, has formed a con- 
venient target for the projection of many aggressive affects. At the same time 
many of the emancipated areas of the social structure have been defined as 
“international” and could be regarded as subversive of national interest, 
honor, and solidarity. Finally, nationalism has been a kind of lowest common 
denominator of traditionalistic sentiments. Above all, the humblest insecure 
citizen, whatever his frustrations in other connections, could not be deprived 
of his sense of “belonging” to the great national community. 

Undoubtedly one of the most important reasons for the different degrees 
of success of the fascist movement in different countries has lain in the differ- 
ing degrees in which national traditions and with them pride and honor, 
have been integrated with the symbols of the rationalized patterns of Western 
culture. In the United States, on the one hand, the great national tradition 
stems from the Enlightenment of the eighteenth century — liberty, democracy, 
the rights of the individual are our great slogans. A radically fundamentalist 
revolt would have to overcome the enormous power of these symbols. In 
(lermany on the other hand the political symbols of a liberal democratic re- 
gime could be treated as having been ruthlessly imposed on a defeated and 
humiliated Uermany by the alien enemy. National sentiments instead of be- 
ing closely integrated with the existing regime could readily be mobilized 
against it. 

The second important element of the fascist movements, that of “vested 
interests” can be much more briefly treated. It is one of the most funda- 
mental theorems of the theory of institutions that in proportion to the insti- 
tutionalization of any pattern a self-interest in conformity with it develops. 
Self-interest and moral sentiments are not necessarily antithetical, but may, 
and often do, motivate conduct in the same direction. Though this is true 
generally, it has a particularly important application to statuses involving 
prestige and authority in the social system. There, on top of the broader 
meaning of an interest in conformity, there is an interest in defending higher 
status and its perquisites against challenge from less privileged elements. For 
this reason the reaction of privileged elements to insecurity is almost inevita- 
bly structured in the direction of an attitude of defense of their privileges 
against challenge. For the same reason any movement which undermines the 
legitimacy of an established order tends to become particularly structured 
about an overt or implied challenge to the legitimacy of privileged statuses 
within it. 
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Western society has in all its recent history been relatively highly stratified, 
involving institutionalized positions of power, privilege, and prestige for cer- 
tain elements. In the nature of the case the sentiments and symbols associated 
with these prestige elements have been integrated with those institutionalized 
in the society as a whole. In so far, then, as the process of rationalization and 
other disorganizing forces have undermined the security of traditional pat- 
terns the status and the bases of the legitimacy of privileged elements have 
inevitably been involved. But in addition to this they have been affected by 
threats to the legitimacy and security of their own position in the social 
structure. This situation tends to be particularly acute since the process of 
more general change is regularly accompanied by a process of the “circulation 
of the elite.” 

It is in the nature of a highly differentiated social structure that such 
privileged elements should be in a position to exercise influence on the power 
relations of the society through channels other than those open to the masses, 
through political intrigue, financial influence, and so on. Hence, with the 
progressive increase in the acuteness of a generalized state of anomie it is to be 
expected that such elements, which have been privileged in relation to a 
traditional social order should, within the limits provided by the particular 
situation, develop forms of activity, sometimes approaching conspiratorial 
patterns, which in these terms may be regarded as a defense of their vested 
interests. Exactly what groups are involved in this phenomenon is a matter 
of the particular structural situation in the society in question. 

The general phenomenon would seem to be clear enough. It is also not 
difficult to understand the tendency for elite elements whose main patterns 
go far back into the older traditional society to become susceptible to the 
fascist type of appeal — such as the landed nobility and higher clergy in Spain, 
or the Junker class in Germany. But there is a further complication which 
requires some comment. 

The process of institutional change in the recent history of our society has 
brought to the fore elite elements whose position has been institutionalized 
primarily about the newer rationalized patterns. The most important are the 
business and professional elites. The latter are, except where radical fascist 
movements have immediately threatened to gain the ascendency, perhaps the 
securest elite elements in the modern West. 

The position of the business elite has, however, been much more complex. 
It gained for a time a position of great ascendancy, but for various reasons this 
rested on insecure foundations. With the “leftward” turn in the movement of 
ideology its position came under strong attack as the key element of capital- 
ism. With its position thus threatened by the leftward sweep of the process of 
rationalization the legitimacy, the mural validity of its position was under 
attack, and its actual vested interests became less and less secure. From t is 
point of view Fascism has constituted in one respect a continuation, e^en an 
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intensification of the same threat. The threat has been made concrete by the 
rise to power of a new political elite with the means in hand to implement 
their threat. 

At the same time fascism has seemed to stand, in the logic of the senti- 
ments, for “sound” traditional values and to constitute a bulwark against 
subversive radicalism. Very concretely it has been instrumental in breaking 
the power of organized labor. At the same time on the level of power politics 
there has been a distinct area of potential mutual usefulness as between a 
political movement of the fascist ty|^ and entrenched business interests. This 
has been especially true because of the fascist tendency immediately to 
mobilize the economy in preparation for war. 

l*he relation between fascism and vested interests in general may thus be 
regarded as a constant. In the case of the older traditional interests it is rela- 
tively unequivocal, hut in that of business it is highly ambivalent. Especially 
where, as in Germany, business interests have not been closely integrated 
with strong liberal institutions the relationship has tended to be very close. 
But even there the movement can by no means be considered a simple ex- 
pression of these vested interests and there are elements in the Nazi move- 
ment which may, in a certain state of the internal balance of power, turn out 
to be highly subversive of business. 

In such brief space it has been possible to analyze only a few aspects of the 
very complex sociological problem presented by the fascist movement — the 
analysis is in no sense complete. But perhaps it will serve in a humble way to 
illustrate a direction in which it seems possible to utilize the conceptual tools 
of .sociology in orienting ourselves, at least intellectually, to some of the larger 
aspects of the tragic social world we live in. To consider the possibility of 
going farther, of predicting the probable social consequences, of possible out- 
comes of the war and considering what we can do about fascism in other 
than a strictly military sense would raise such complex issues even on the 
scientilic level, that it is better not even to attempt to touch upon them here. 
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JOOST A. M. MEERLOO 


5. Meniicide* 


There actually exists such a thing as a technique of mass brainwashing. 
This technique can take root in a country if an inquisitor is strong and 
shrewd enough. He can make most of us his victims, albeit temporarily. 

What in the structure of society has made man so vulnerable to these mass 
manipulations of the mind.? This is a problem with tremendous implica- 
tions, just as brainwashing is. In recent years we have grown more and more 
aware of human interdependence with all its difficulties and complications. 

I am aware of the fact that investigation of the subject of mental coercion 
and thought control becomes less pleasant as time goes on. This is so because 
it may become more of a threat to us here and now, and our concern for 
China and Korea must yield to the more immediate needs at our own door. 
Can totalitarian tendencies take over here, and what social symptoms may 
lead to such phenomena? Stern reality confronts us with the universal men- 
tal battle between thought control (and its corollaries) and our standards of 
decency, personal strength, personal ideas, and a personal conscience with 
autonomy and dignity. 

Future social scientists will be bettpr able to describe the causes of the 
advent of totalitarian thinking and acting in man. We know that after wars 
and revolutions this mental deterioration more easily finds an opportunity to 
develop, helped by special psychopathic personalities who only flourish on 
man’s misery and confusion. It is also true that the next generation spon- 
taneously begins to correct the misdeeds of the previous one because the 
ruthless system has become too threatening to them. 

My task, however, is to describe some symptoms of the totalitarian process 
(which implies deterioration of thinking and acting) as I have observed 
them in our own epoch, keeping in mind that the system is one of the most 
violent distortions of man’s consistent mental growth. No brainwashing is 
possible without totalitarian thinking. 

The tragic facts of political experiences in our age make it all too clear 
that applied psychological technique can brainwash entire nations and re- 
duce their citizens to a kind of mindless robotism which becomes for them 
a normal way of living. Perhaps we .an best understand how this frighten- 

• From Joost A. M. Mecrloo, The Rape of the Mind: The Psychology of Thought Control, 
Menticide, and Brainwashing (World Publishing Company, 1956). By permission. 
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ing thing comes about by examining a mythical country, which, for the sake 
of convenience, we shall call Totalitaria. 

THE ROBOTIZATION OF MAN 

First, let me utter a word of caution. We must not make the mistake of 
thinking that there is any one particular nation that can be completely identi- 
fied with this hypothetical land. The characteristics to be discussed can come 
into existence here. Some of Totalitaria’s characteristics were, of course, 
present in Nazi Germany, and they can today be found behind the Iron 
Curtain, but they exist to some extent in other parts of the world as well. 
Totalitaria is any country in which political ideas degenerate into senseless 
formulations made only for propaganda purposes. It is any country in which 
a single group — left or right — acquires absolute power and becomes omnis- 
cient and omnipotent, any country in which disagreement and differences 
of opinion arc crimes, in which utter conformity is the price of life. 

Totalitaria — the Leviathan state — is the home of the political system we 
call, euphemistically, totalitarianism, of which systematized tyranny is a part. 
This system docs not derive from any honest political philosophy, either so- 
cialist or capitalist. Totalitaria’s leaders may mouth ideologies, but these are 
in fact mainly catchwords used to justify the regime. If necessary, totali- 
tarianism can change its slogans and its behavior overnight. For totalitarian- 
ism embodies, to me, the quest for total power, the quest of a dictator to rule 
the world. The words and concepts of “socialism” and “communism” may 
serve, like “democracy,” as a disguise for the megalomaniac intention of 
the tyrant. 

Since totalitarianism is essentially the social manifestation of a psychologi- 
cal phenomenon belonging to every personality, it can best be understood 
in terms of the human forces that create, foster, and perpetuate it. Man has 
two faces; he wants to grow toward maturity and freedom, and yet the 
primitive chikl in his unconscious yearns for complete protection and irre- 
s|x>nsibility. His mature self learns how to cope with the restrictions and 
frustrations of daily life, but at the same time, the child in him longs to hit 
out against them, to beat them down, to destroy them— whether they be 
objects or people. Totalitarianism appeals to this confused infant in all of 
us; it seems to offer a solution to the problems man’s double yearning creates. 
Our mythical Totalitaria is a monolithic and absolute state in which. doubt, 
confusion, and conflict arc not permitted to be shown, for the dictator pur- 
ports to solve all his subjects' problems for them. In addition, Totalitaria can 
provide tilflcial sanction for the expression of man’s most antisocial impulses. 
The uncivilized child hidden in us may welcome this liberation from ethical 
frustrations. 

On the other hand, our free, mature, social selves cannot be happy in 
Totalitaria; they revolt against the restriction of individual impulses. 
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The psychological roots of totalitarianism arc usually irrational, destruc- 
tive, and primitive, though disguised behind some ideology, and for this 
reason there is something fantastic, unbelievable, even nightmarish about 
the system itself. There is, of course, a difference in the psychic experience 
of the elite, who can live out their needs for power, and the masses, who 
have to submit; yet the two groups influence each other. When a dictator’s 
deep neurotic needs for power also satisfy some profound emotional need 
in the population of his country, especially in times of misery or after a 
revolution, he is more easily able to assume the power for which he longs. 
If a nation has suffered defeat in war, for example, its citizens feel shame 
and resentment. Loss of face is not simply a political abstraction, it is a very 
real and personal thing to a conquered people; every man, consciously or 
unconsciously, identifies with his native land. If a country suffers from pro 
longed famine or severe depression, its citizens become bitter, depressed, 
and resentful, and will more willingly accept the visions and promises of 
the aspiring dictator. If the complexity of a country’s political and economic 
apparatus makes the individual citizen feel powerless, confused, and useless, 
if he has no sense of participation in the forces that govern his daily life, 
or if he feels these forces to be so vast and confusing that he can no longer 
understand them, he will grasp at the totalitarian opportunity for belonging, 
for participation, for a simple formula that explains and rationalizes what 
is beyond his comprehension. And when the dictator has taken over finally, 
he transfers his own abnormal fantasies, his rage and anger, easily to his 
subjects. Their resentments feed his; his pseudo-strength encourages them. 
A mutual fortification of illusions takes place. 

Totalitarianism as a social manifestation is a disca.se of interhuman rela- 
tions, and, like any other disease, man can best resist its corroding effects if, 
through knowledge and training, he is well immunized against it. If, how- 
ever, he is unfortunate enough to catch the totalitarian bug, he has to muster 
all the positive forces in his mind to defeat k. The raging internal struggle 
between the irresponsible child and the mature adult in him continues until 
one or the other is finally destroyed completely. As long as a single spark 
of either remains, the battle goes on. And for as long as man is alive, the 
quest for maturity keeps on. 

CULTURAL PREDILECTION FOR TOTALITARIANISM 

In the battle against this dread disease, social factors as well as personal 
ones play an important role. We can sec this more clearly if we analyze the 
ways in which the ideals of a culture as a whole affect its citizens vulner- 
ability to totalitarianism. The ethics of our own Western civilization arc our 
strongest defenses against the disease, for the ideal of these ethics is to pro- 
duce a breed of men and women who are strongly individualistic and who 
evaluate situations primarily in terms of their own consciences. We aim to 
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develop in f)ur citizens a sense of seif-responsibility, a willingness to con- 
front the world as it is, and an ability to distinguish between right and wrong 
through their own feelings and thoughts. Such men and women are impelled 
to action by their personal moral standards rather than by what some outside 
group sets u]) as correct. They are unwilling to accept group evaluations 
immediately unless these coincide with their own personal convictions, or 
unless they have been able to discuss them in a democratic way. People like 
this are responsible to their communities because they are first responsible to 
themselves. If they disagree, they will form a loyal minority, using their rights 
of convincing other people at appropriate times. 

Hierc arc other cultures which emphasize attitudes and values that are 
difTcrent from these. The Eastern ideal of man, as we find it in China and 
some of the other Oriental countries, is in the first place that of oneness, of 
being one with the family, one with the fatherland, one with the cosmos — 
nirvana. The (Oriental psyche looks for a direct esthetic contact with reality 
through an indefinable empathy and intuition. Eternal truth is behind 
reality, behind the veil of Maya. Man is part of the universe; his ideal is 
passive servility and nonirritability. His ideal of peace lies in rest and relax- 
ation, in meditation, in being without manual and mental travail. The hap- 
piness of the Oriental psyche lies in the ecstasy of feeling united with the 
universal cosmos. Ascesis, self-redemption, and poverty are better realized 
ideals in Oriental culture than in our Western society. The classic Oriental 
culture pattern can best be described as a pattern of participation. In it the 
individual is looked upon as an integral part of the group, the family, the 
caste, the nation. He is not a separate, independent entity. In this culture, 
greater conformity to and acceptance of the collective rules are the ideals. An 
Oriental child may be trained from infancy into a pattern of submission to 
authority and to the rules of the group. Many primitive cultures also display 
this pattern. To a person raised in these cultures, the most acceptable stand- 
ards, the best conceivable thoughts and actions, are those sanctioned by the 
group. The totalitarian world of mass actions and mass thoughts is far more 
comprehensible to the members of a participation-patterned and less indi- 
vidual-minded culture than it is to Western individualists. What is to us 
unbearable regimentation and authoritarianism may be to them comforting 
order and regularity. 

An example of an intensified pattern of participation and thought control 
and mutual spying has been given by the anthropologist E. P. Dozier.* The 
Pueblo Indians of the Rio Grande area believe that wrongdoing or wrong 
thinking of one man in the tribe affects all members. He may upset the 
cosmic balance by ill feeling toward any one of his fellow men. The moral 
code of the village is group-centered. Tfie individual who transgresses this 
jeopardizes the well-being of all. Epidemics, crop failures, droughts are in- 

' Thf Nfir Yor^ Timet. December ii. 1955; Science News Jjftter, December 3, 1955. 
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terprctcd as a result of ‘deviationism” of one member of the group. Village 
members arc closely watched and spied on in order to discove: the culprit or 
“witch.” Gossip and accusations of witchcraft arc rampant, and the Pueblo 
Indian is constantly searching in his own conscience for harmful thoughts 
and attitudes. It is as if we watch the ritual of the purge in the totalitarian 
state. 

Such forms of creeping collectivism and participation wi‘ may sec in every 
group formation where tolerance for nonconformism ceases to exist. Wher- 
ever dogmatic partisanship dominates, the mind is coerced. We may even 
detect such encroaching tendencies in some scientific circles where there exists 
an overemphasis on group research, teamwork, membership cards, and a 
disdain for individual opinion. 

The culture into which a man is born and his own psychological constitu- 
tion interact to produce his personality in much the same way as his body 
and mind interact to produce his behavior. Our culture of individual freedom 
may offer us a partial immunity to the disease of totalitarianism, but at the 
same time our personal immaturities and repressed savageries can make us 
vulnerable to it. The participation type of culture may make men more 
susceptible in general to totalitarianism, although personal strivings toward 
maturity and individuality can offer them, too, some measure of protection 
against it. 

Because of the interaction between these social and personal forces, no 
culture is completely safe from internal attack by totalitarianism and from 
the mental destruction it may create. As I said before, our Totalitaria is a 
mythical country, but the brutal truth is that any country can be turned into 
a Totalitaria. 

The aims of the rulers of our fictitious country are simply formulated; 
despotism, the total domination of man and mankind, and the unity of the 
entire world under one dictatorial authority. At first glance, this idea of 
unity can be most attractive— the idea, oversimplified, of a brotherhood unity 
of nations under a central powerful agency. When the world is one, it would 
seem, there will be no more war, the tensions that face us will be eliminated, 
earth will become a paradise, but the simplified conception of a universal 
dictatorship is false and reflects the danger inherent in the totalitarian goal: 
all men are different, and it is the difference between them that creates the 
greatness, the variety, and the creative inspirations of life, as well as the ten- 
sions of social intercourse. The totalitarian conception of equalization can 
be realized only in death, when the chemical and physical laws that govern 
all of us take over completely. Death is indeed the great equalizer. 

In life, all of us are different. Our bodies and minds interact with one 
another and with the outside world in different ways. Each man’s personality 
is unique. True, all of us share ceuain basic human qualities with all the 
other members of the human race, but the differences in personality are also 
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so many and so varied that no two men anywhere in the world or ever in 
all of human history can be said to be exactly alike. This uniqueness is as 
true of the citizen of Totalitaria as it is of anyone else. As a human being, 
lie is not only different from us, he is different from his compatriots. How- 
ever, to create man in the totalitarian image through leveling and equaliza- 
tion means to suppress what is essentially personal and human in him, the 
uniqueness and the variety, and to create a society of robots, not men. The 
noted social scientist, J. S. Bruner, in his introduction to Bauer’s book on 
Soviet psychology has expressed this thought in a different way: “Man’s 
image of the nature of man is not only a matter for objective inquiry; it is 
and has always been a prime instrument of social and political control. He 
who molds that image does so with enormous consequences for the society 
in which he lives.” 

Totalitaria fosters the illusion that everyone is part of the government, 
a voter; no one can be a non-voter or anti-voter. His inner pros and cons 
and doubts are not private problems of the individual himself any more; 
liis thoughts belong to the state, the dictator, the ruling circle, the Party. 
His inner tlujughts have to be controlled. Only those in power know what 
really lies behind national policy. The ordinary citizen Ijecomes as dependent 
and obedient as a child. In exchange for giving up his individuality, he 
obtains some special gratifications: the feeling of belonging and of being 
protected, the sense of relief over losing his personal boundaries and responsi- 
bilities, the ecstasy of being taken up and absorbed in wild, uncontrolled 
collective feelings, the safety of being anonymous, of being merely a cog in 
the wheel of the all-powerful state. 

The despotism of modern Totalitaria is very different from the lush, exotic 
personal tyrannies of ancient times. It is an ascetic, cold, mechanical force, 
aiming at what Hanna Ahrendt calls the “transformation of human nature 
itself.” In our theoretical country, man has no individual ego any longer, 
no personality, no self. A leveling system is at work, and everything above 
the common level is trampled on and beaten down. 

THE TOTALITARIAN LEADER 

The leaders of Totalitaria are the strangest men in the state. These men 
are, like all other men, unique in their mental structure, and consequently 
we cannot make any blanket psychiatric diagnosis of the mental illness 
which motivates their behavior. But we can make some generalizations which 
will help us toward some understanding of the totalitarian leader. Obviously, 
for example, he suffers from an overwhelming need to control other human 
beings and to exert unlimited power, and this in itself is a psychological 
aberration, often rooted in deep-seated feelings of anxiety, humiliation, and 
inferiority. The ideologies such men propound are only used as tactical and 
strategical devices through which they hope to reach their final goal of com- 
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pletc domination over other men. This domination may help them compen- 
sate for pathological fears and feelings of unworthiness, as we .:an conclude 
from the psychological study of some modern dictators. 

Fortunately, we do not have to rely on a purely hypothetic il picture of 
the psychopathology of the totalitarian dictator. Dr. G. M. Gilbert, who 
studied some of the leaders of Nazi Germany during the Nuremberg trials, 
has given us a useful insight into their twisted minds, uscl j1 especially be- 
cause it reveals to us something about the mutual interaction between the 
totalitarian leader and those who want to be led by him. 

Hitler’s suicide made a clinical investigation of his character structure 
impossible, but Dr. Gilbert heard many eyewitness reports of Hitler’s be- 
havior from his friends and collaborators, and these present a fantastic picture 
of Nazism’s prime mover. Hitler was known among his intimates as the 
carpet-eater, because he often threw himself on the floor in a kicking and 
screaming fit like an epileptic rage. From such reports, Dr. CJilbert was able 
to deduce something about the roots of the pathological behavior displayed 
by this morbid “genius.” Hitler’s paranoid hostility against the Jew was 
partly related to his unresolved parental conflicts; the Jews probably symbol- 
ized for him the hated drunken father who mistreated Hitler and his mother 
when the future Fuhrer was still a child. Hitler’s obsessive thinking, his 
furious fanaticism, his insistence on maintaining the purity of “Aryan blood,” 
and his ultimate mania to destroy himself and the world were obviously 
the results of a sick psyche. As early as 1923, nearly ten years before he seized 
power, Hitler was convinced that he would one day rule the world, and he 
spent time designing monuments of victory, eternalizing his glory, to be 
erected all over the European continent when the day of victory arrived. 
This delusional preoccupation continued until the end of his life; in the 
midst of the war he created, which led him to defeat and death, Hitler con- 
tinued revising and improving his architectural plans. 

Nazi dictator Number Two, Hermann Goering, who committed suicide 
to escape the hangman, had a different psychological structure. His patho- 
logically aggressive drives were encouraged by the archaic military tradition 
of the German Junker class, to which his family belonged. From early child- 
hood he had been compulsively and overtly aggressive. He was an auto- 
cratic and a corrupt cynic, grasping the Nazi-created opportunity to achieve 
purely personal gain. His contempt for the “common people ’ was un- 
bounded; this was a man who had literally no sense of moral values. 

Quite different again was Rudolf Hess, the man of passive yet fanatical 
doglike devotion, living, as it were, by proxy through the mind of his 
Fuhrer. His inner mental weakness made it easier for him to live through 
means of a proxy than through his own personality, and drove him to be- 
come the shadow of a seemingly strong man, from whom he could borrow 
strength. The Nazi ideology gave this frustrated boy the illusion of blood 
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identification with the glorious German race. After his wild flight to Eng- 
land, Hess showed obvious psychotic traits; his delusions of persecution, 
hysterical attacks, and periods of amnesia are among the well-known clinical 
symptoms of schizophrenia. 

Still another type was Hans Frank, the devil’s advocate, the prototype of 
the overambitious latent homosexual, easily seduced into political adventure, 
even when this was in conflict with the remnants of his conscience. For 
unlike Goering, Frank was capable of distinguishing between right and 
wrong. 

Dr. Gilbert also tells us something about General Wilhelm Keitel, Hitler’s 
Chief of Staff, who became the submissive, automatic mouthpiece of the 
Fuhrer, mixing military honor and personal ambition in the service of his 
own unimportance. 

Of a different quality is the S. S. Colonel, Hoess, the murderer of millions 
in the concentration camp of Auschwitz. A pathological character structure 
is obvious in this case. All his life, Hoess had been a lonely, withdrawn, 
schizoid personality, without any conscience, wallowing in his own hostile 
and destructive fantasies. Alone and bereft of human attachments, he was 
intuitively sought out by Himmler for this most savage of all the Nazi jobs. 
He was a useful instrument for the committing of the most bestial deeds. 

Unfortunately, we have no ’clear psychiatric picture yet of the Russian 
dictator Stalin. There have been several reports that during the last years of 
his life he had a tremendous persecution phobia and lived in constant terror 
that he would become the victim of his own purges. 

Psychological analysis of these men shows clearly that a pathological cul- 
ture— a mad world — can be built by certain impressive psychoneurotic types, 
'rhe venal political figures need not even comprehend the social and political 
consequences of their behavior. They arc compelled not by ideological belief, 
no matter how much they may rationalize to convince themselves they are, 
but by the distortions of their own personalities. They arc not motivated by 
their advertised urge to serve their country or mankind, but rather by an 
overwhelming need and compulsion to satisfy the cravings of their own 
pathological character structures. The ideologies they spout arc not real 
goals; they are the cynical devices by which these sick men hope to achieve 
some perst^nal sense of worth and power. Subtle inner lies seduce them into 
going from bad to worse. Defensive self-deception, arrested insight, evasion 
of emotional identification with others, degradation of empathy — the mind 
has many defense mechanisms with which to blind the conscience. A clear 
example of this can be seen in the way the Nazi leaders defended them- 
selves through continuous self-justification and exculpation when they were 
brought before the bar at the Nuremberg trials. These murderers were 
aggrieved and hurt by the accusations brought against them; they were the 
very picture of injured innocence. 
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Any form of leadership, if unchecked by controls, may gradually turn 
into dictatorship. Being a leader, carrying great power and responsibility 
for other people’s lives, is a monumental test for the human psyche. The 
weak leader is the man who cannot meet it, who simply abdicates his re- 
sponsibility. The dictator is the man who replaces the existing standards of 
justice and morality by more and more private prestige, by more and more 
power, and eventually isolates himself more and more trom the rest of 
humanity. His suspicion grows, his isolation grows, and the vicious circle 
leading to a paranoid attitude begins to develop. 

The dictator is not only a sick man, he is also a cruel opportunist. He sees 
no value in any other person and feels no gratitude for any help he may 
have received. He is suspicious and dishonest and believes that his personal 
ends justify any means he may use to achieve them. Peculiarly enough, every 
tyrant still searches for some self-justification. Without such a soothing de- 
vice for his own conscience, he cannot live. His attitude toward other people 
is manipulative; to him, they are merely tools for the advancement of his 
own interests. He rejects the conception of doubt, of internal contradictions, 
of man’s inborn ambivalence. He denies the psychological fact tliat man 
grows to maturity through groping, through trial and error, through the 
interplay of contrasting feelings. Because he will not permit himself to grope, 
to learn through trial and error, the dictator can never become a mature 
person. But whether he acknowledges them or not, he has internal conflicts, 
he suffers somewhere from internal confusion. These inner “weaknesses” 
he tries to repress sternly; if they were to come to the surface, they might 
interfere with the achievement of his goals. Yet, in the attacks of rage his 
weakening strength is evident. 

It is because the dictator is afraid, albeit unconsciously, of his own internal 
contradictions, that he is afraid of the same internal contradictions of his 
fellow men. He must purge and purge, terrorize and terrorize in order to 
still his own raging inner drives. He must kill every doubter, destroy every 
person who makes a mistake, imprison everyone who cannot be proved to 
be utterly single-minded. In Totalitaria, the latent aggression and savagery 
in man are cultivated by the dictator to such a degree that they can explode 
into the mass criminal actions shown by Hitler’s persecution of minorities. 
Ultimately, the country shows a real pathology, an utter dominance of de- 
structive and self-destructive tendencies. 

THE FINAL SURRENDER OF THE ROBOT MAN 

What happens to the common man in such a culture.^ How can we de- 
scribe the citizen of Totalitaria.? Perhaps the simplest answer to this question 
lies in the statement that he is reduced to the mechanical precision of an 
insectlike state. He cannot develop any warm friendships, loyalties, or alle- 
giances because they may be too dangerous for him. Today s friend may be, 
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after all, tomorrow’s enemy. Living in an atmosphere of constant suspicion — 
not only of strangers, but even of his own family — he is afraid to express 
himself lest conccntr.itif)n camp or prison swallow him up. The citizens of 
Totalit.iria do not really converse with one another. When they speak, they 
whisper, first looking furtively over their shoulders for the inevitable spy. 
"I'heir inner silence is in sharp contrast to the official verbal bombardment. 
The citizens of Totaliiaria may make noise, and utter polite banalities, or 
they may rcj)eai slrjgans to one another, but they say nothing. Existing litera- 
ture reveals that leading authors, among them H. G. Wells, Huxley, and 
Grwcll, grow more and more concerned about the ghastly future of the 
roboii/ed man, trained as a machine on a standard of conformity. They 
translate for us the common fear of a mechanized civilization. 

In 1 otaliiaria, the citizen no longer knows the real core of his mind. He 
no longer feels himself an /, an ego, a person. He is only the object of official 
barrage and mental coercion. Having no personality of his own, he has no 
individual conscience, no personal morality, no capacity to think clearly and 
honestly. He learns by rote, he learns thousands of indoctrinated facts and 
inhales dogma and slogans with every breath he draws. He becomes an 
obedient pedant, and pendantry makes people into something resembling 
pots filletl with information instead of individuals with free, growing per- 
sonalities. Becoming wiser and freer implies selective forgetting and changes 
of mitid. 'I bis we accept, this we leave behind. Alert adjustment requires a 
change of patterns, the capacity to be dcconditioned, to undo and unlearn 
in order to become ripe for new patterns. The citizen of Tolalitaria has no 
chance for such learning through unlearning, for growth through individual 
experience. Olficial oversimplifications induce the captive audience into ac- 
ceptance and indoctrination. Mass ecstasy and mass fanaticism are substi- 
tuted for quiet individual thought and consideration. Hitler taught his people 
to march and to do battle, and at the end they did not know wherefore they 
marched and battled. People become herds — indoctrinated and obsessed 
herds— intoxicated first with enthusiasm and happy expectations, then with 
terror and panic. I'hc individual personality cannot grow in Totalitaria. 
I'he huge mass of citizens is tamed into personal and political somnam- 
bulism. 

It may be scientifically questionable to compare experiences gained from 
individual pathological states with social phenomena and to analyze the 
partial collapse of the ego under totalitarianism by analogy with actual cases 
of madness. But there is in fact much that is comparable between the strange 
reactions of the citizens of Totalitaria and their culture as a whole on the 
one hand and the reactions of the introverted, sick schizophrenic on the 
other. Even though the problem of schizophrenic behavior in individuals and 
groups is extremely complicated and cannot be fully handled within the scope 
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of this book, the comparison can be helpful in our search for an understand- 
ing of the nature and effects of totalitarianism. 

THE COMMON RETREAT FROM REALITY 
This excursion into the world of pathology is not a descript ion of a merely 
coincidental resemblance between a disease and a political s) stem. It should 
serve to point up the fact that totalitarian withdrawal behind official justifi- 
cations and individual fantasy is something that can occur either in social 
life or inside the individual mind. And many scholars believe in a relation- 
ship between cultural deterioration and schizophrenic withdriwal. 

Let us briefly explain the individual schizophrenic’s reaction of complete 
inner automatization and mental withdrawal as a personal failure to adjust 
to a world experienced as insecure and dangerous. Often rather simple emo- 
tional incidents may lead to such schizophrenic retreat— for instance, the 
intrusion of schedules and habits forced on the mind during infancy or a 
sly hypersensitivity to our overactive and oververbose culture. Many a child 
is forced into schizophrenic withdrawal by an overcompulsive parent. Some- 
times lack of external contact may drive a man into a state of utter loneliness 
and isolation, sometimes his own preference for solitude. A certain tendency 
to soolled schizophrenic withdrawal has been proved to be inborn. Yet it 
can be provoked in everybody. Whatever the cause, the schizophrenic patient 
becomes a desocialized being, lost in loneliness. Conscious and unconscious 
fantasy life begins to become dominant over alert confrontation of reality. In 
the end his weird fantasies become more real for the schizophrenic than the 
actual world. He hides more and more behind his own iron curtain, in the 
imaginary dreamland and retreat he has built for himself. This is his nirvana, 
in which all his dream wishes are fulfilled. Inertia and fanaticism alternate. 
The patient regresses to an infantile, vegetative form of behavior and rejects 
everything that society has taught him. In his fantasy, he lives m a world 
which always obeys his commands. He is omnipotent. The world turns 
around according to his divine inclinations. Reality, requiring as it does, 
continual and renewed adjustment and verification, becomes a persecutor, 
attacking his illusion of divine might. Every disturbing intrusion into his 
delusional world is encountered by the schizophrenic either with tremendous 
aggression or with the formation of secondary delusion m protect the first 
delusion, or with a combination of both. The schizophrenic displays tremen- 
dous hostility toward the real world and its representatives; reality robs hirn 
both of his delusions of omnipotence and his hallucinatory sense of being 

with negativism-a defense against the .nflucncc of “hers, a contm^l figh 
against Lntal intrusion, against what is felt as the rape of the oversens.t.vc 
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mind. Gradually this defensive attitude toward, the world becomes a hostile 
attitude toward everything, not only toward influences from the outside, but 
also toward thoughts and feelings from the inside. Finally, the victim becomes 
paralyzed by his own hostility and negativisms. He behaves literally as though 
he were dead. He sits, unmoving, for hours. He may have to be force-fed, 
force-dressed. The schizophrenic moves like a puppet on a string, only when 
.someone compels him to. Clinically, we call this catatonia — the death attitude. 

THE RETREAT TO AUTOMATIZATION 

Introverted .schizophrenics prefer the automatic routine life of the asylum 
lo life in the outside world, on the condition that they be allowed to indulge 
their private fantasies. They surrender utterly to self-defeatism. They never 
congregate in groups, they seldom talk with one another; even when they do, 
they never have any real mutual contact. Each one lives in his own retreat. 

In the totalitarian myth — think, for instance, of das Dritte Reich — in the 
psycludogical folklore of our mythical state, the vague fantasy of the tech- 
nically perfected womb, the ideal nirvana, plays a tremendous role. In a 
world full of insecurities, a world rec]uiring continual alert adjustment and 
readju.stment, Totahiaria creates the delusion of the omnipotent, miraculous 
ideal state -a state where, in its linal form, every material need will be satis- 
fied. Everything will be regulated, just as it was for the fetus in the womb, 
the land of bli.ss and cc]uanimity, just as it is for the schizophrenic in the 
mental hospital. 'I'herc is no social struggle, no mental struggle; the world 
moves like clockwork. There is no real interplay between people, no clash of 
opinions or beliefs, there is no emotional relationship between these womb- 
fellows; each exists as a separate number-bearing entity in the same filing 
system. In Totalitaria, there is no faith in fellow men, no caritas, no love, 
because real relationships between men do not exist, just as they do not exist 
between schizophrenics. There is only faith in and subjection to the feeding 
system, and there is in every citizen a tremendous fear of being expelled from 
that system, a fear of being totally lost, comparable with the schizophrenic’s 
feeling of rejection and fear of reality. In the midst of spiritual loneliness and 
isolation, there is the fear of still greater loneliness, of more painful isolation. 
Without protective regulations from the outside, internal hell may break loose. 
Strong mechanical exterral order must be used to cover the internal chaos 
and approaching breakdown. 

Wc have had experience in postwar years with several refugees from the 
totalitarian world who broke down when they had to cope with a world of 
freedom where (personal initiative was required. The fear of freedom brought 
them to a state of panic. They no longer had strong enough egos to build 
and maintain their defenses against the competitive demands of free demo- 
cratic reality. As in schizophrenia, a maneuverable and individual ego cannot 
exist in Totalitaria. In schizophrenia the ego shrinks as a result of with- 
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drawal, in Totalitaria, as a result of constant merging in mas? feelings. If 
such a shrunken ego should grow up, with its own critical attitude, its needs 
for verification of facts and for understanding, it would then be beaten down 
as being treacherous and nonconforming. 

Totalitaria requires of its citizens complete subjection to and identification 
with the leader. It is this leader-dominance that makes people nearly ego-less, 
as they are in schizophrenia. This again may result in loss of control of hostile 
and destructive drives. Psychologists have seen this time and time again in 
what we can call the concentration-camp psyche. When the victims first came 
to the camp — dedicated to their gradual extermination — most of them dis- 
played a complete loss of self, an utter depersonalization, combined with 
apathy and loss of awareness. The same observations have been made among 
our P.O.W.s in Korea. Some concentration-camp victims got better imme- 
diately after their return to a normal society; in others, this schizophrenic 
reaction of lost ego remained and, as we mentioned above, sometimes devel- 
oped into a real psychosis. 


THE WOMB STATE 

Totalitarianism is man’s escape from the fearful realities of life into the 
virtual womb of the leader. The individual’s actions arc directed from this 
womb — from the inner sanctum. The mystic center is in control of every- 
thing; man need no longer assume responsibility for his own life. The order 
and logic of the prenatal world reign. There is peace and silence, the peace 
of utter submission. The members of the womb state do not really com- 
municate; between them there is silence, the silence of possible betrayal, not 
the mature silence of reticence and rcservedness. Totalitaria increases the 
gap between the things one shows and communicates and the things one 
secretly dreams and thinks deep within oneself. It develops the artificial split- 
mindedness of political silence. Whatever little remains of individual feeling 
and opinion is kept carefully enclosed. In the schizophrenic world of Totali- 
taria, there is no free mutual exchange, no conversation, no exclamation, no 
release from emotional tension. It is a world of silent conspirators. Indeed, 
the atmosphere of suspicion is the big attacker of mental freedom because 
it makes people cling together, conspiring against mysterious enemies first 
from outside, then among themselves. 

In Totalitaria each citizen is continually watched. The mythical state molds 
the individual’s conscience. He has hardly any of his own. His neighbors 
watch him, his postman, his children, and they all represent the punishing 
state, just as he himself must represent the state and watch others. Not be- 
traying them is a crime. 

The need to find conspiracies, to *’.scover persecutors and criminals is 
another schizophrenic manifestation. It is psychologically related to an in- 
fantile need for a feeling of omnipotence. Megalomaniac feelings grow better 
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in an atmosphere of mysterious secrecy. Secrecy and conspiracy increase the 
delusion of power. That is why so many people like to pry into other people s 
lives and to play the spy. 

I'his feeling of conspiracy also lies behind the pathological struggle with 
imaginary persecutors, a struggle we find lioth in mentally ill individuals 
and in our mythical l otalitaria. “It is there!” “It is chasing us!” All the inner 
fears of losing the nirvanic womb-illusion become rampant. Mysterious ghosts 
and vultures chase people out of nirvana and paradise. 

In these fantasies, the patriarch, the dictator, the idol, becomes both the 
universal danger and the omnipotent savior at the same time. Not even the 
citizens of Tcitalitaria really love this cruel giant. Suspicion against the breast 
that feeds and the hand that guides and forbids is often found in the fantasy 
of .schizophrenic children, who experience the nourisher as the enemy, the 
dominating ogre, bribing the growing mind'into submission. 

The deep hate the sick individual feels toward the parental figure cannot 
be expressed tlirectly, and so it is displaced onto the self or onto scapegoats. 
Scapegoatism is also part of the totalitarian strategy. As we pointed out 
l)eforc, the sca[K‘goat temporarily absorbs all the individual’s inner fury and 
rage. Kulaks, Negroes, Jews, Communists, capitalists, profiteers and war- 
mongers— any or all of them can play that role. Perhaps the greatest danger, 
to the totalitarian mind, is the use of intellect and awareness and the “egg- 
head’s” demand for free, verifying thinking. Aberration and perversion are 
chosen by the citizens of Totalitaria, as they are by the inhabitants of mad- 
houses, over tiring, intellectual control. 

In the center of the totalitarian fears and fantasies stands the man-eating 
god and idol. He is unconquerable. He uses man’s great gift of adjustment 
t<j bring him to slavery. Every man’s inner core of feelings and thoughts has 
to belong to the leader. 

Is the citizen of Totalitaria consciously aware of this.^ Probably not. 
Modern psychology has taught us how strongly the mental mechanism of 
denial of re.ility works. The eye bypasses external occurrences when the mind 
docs not want them to happen. Secondary justifications and fantasies are 
formed to support and explain the.se denials. In Totalitaria we find the same 
despising of reality facts as we do in schizophrenia. How else are we to ex- 
plain the fact that Hitler was still moving his armies on paper after they were 
already defeated.^ 

Totalitarian strategy covers inner chaos and conflict by the strict order of 
the police state. So does 'he compulsive schizophrenic patient, by his inner 
routine .md schedules, 'incse routines and schedules are a defense against 
painful occurrences in external reality. This internal robotization may lead to 
denial of internal realities and internal needs as well. The citizen of Totali- 
taria, repressing and rejecting his inner need for freedom, may even experi- 
ence slavery as liberation. He may go even one step further — yearn for an 
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escape from life itself, a delusion that he could become omnipotent through 
utter destruction. The S. S. soldiers called this the magic action of the 
the tic of bloody crime binding them together and preparing them for Val- 
halla. With this magic unification, they could die with courage and equa- 
nimity. Anarchic despair and need for greatness alternated in them as they do 
in the psychotic patient. In the same way, the citizens of Total itaria search for 
a “heroic” place in history even though the price be doom and annihilation. 

Many soldiers — tired by the rigidities of normal life — look back at violent 
moments of their war experiences, despite the hunger and terror, as the 
monumental culminating experiences of their lives. There, in the Bruderbund 
of fighters, they felt happy for the first and only times in theii lives (Dicks). 

This all sounds like a bitter comedy, but the fantasy of schizophrenics has 
taught us how the mind can retreat into delusion when there is a fear of 
daily existence. Under these circumstances, fantasy begins to prevail over 
reality, and soon assumes a validity which reality never had. The totalitarian 
mind is like the schizophrenic mind; it has a contempt for reality. Think for 
a moment of Lysenko’s theory and its denial of the influence of heredity. The 
totalitarian mind does not observe and verify its impressions of reality; it 
dictates to reality how it shall behave, it compels reality to conform to its 
fantasies. 

The comparison between totalitarianism and psychosis is not incidental. 
Delusional thinking inevitably creeps into every form of tyranny and des- 
potism. Unconscious backward forces come info action. Evil powers from the 
archaic past return. An automatic compulsion to go on to self-destruction 
develops, to justify one mistake with a new one; to enlarge and expand the 
vicious pathological circle becomes the dominating end of life. The fright- 
ened man, burdened by a culture he does not understand, retreats into the 
brute’s fantasy of limitless power in order to cover up the vacuum inside him- 
self. This fantasy starts with the leaders and is later taken over by the masses 
they oppress. 

What else can man do when he is caught in that tremendous machine 
called Totalitaria? Thinking— and the brain itself— has become superfluous, 
that is, only reserved for the elite. Man has to renounce his uniqueness, his 
individual personality, and must surrender to the equalizing and homogeniz- 
ing patterns of so-called integration and standardization. This arouses in him 
that great inner emptiness of the savage child, the emptiness of the robot that 
unwittingly yearns for the great destruction. 



Chapter IX 


TOTALITARIAN COMMUNISM 


The Industrial Revolution separated man from the 
ownership of the tools of production: first, the self-employing artisan was re- 
placed hy the capitalist employer, who owned the machines employing hun- 
dreds and thousands of workers owning nothing but their hands. Second, as 
modern technology progressed, the proportion of those who owned the in- 
struments of production shrank enormously, thus widening the gap between 
those who owned the tools and those who worked them. Third, as modern 
industry developed, the incidence of capital investments in the total process 
of production r(jsc steadily: greater initial amounts of capital were needed to 
start out in business and manufacture. The basic capital requirement to manu- 
facture buggies and supply horses is less than to manufacture automobiles 
and locomotives. Fourth, concentration of capital was accompanied by con- 
centration of control, so that fewer and fewer persons controlled bigger and 
bigger aggregates of wealth, although ownership — as distinct from control — 
spread through the corj)orate form of business organization. 

Where small property has survived as an efficient economic unit, as in agri- 
culture, the collectivist idea has made little headway. And where there has 
been little industrialization, as in Tsarist Russia, China, or Eastern Europe, 
communism has aimed not so much at nationalizing the means of production 
(there would not be much to nationalize, in the first place), as at the build- 
ing of a moilern industrial economy on the basis of public ownership. Be- 
cause initial capital requirements are heavy, especially in durable goods and 
basic industries, the state has often been forced to operate new industries on 
the basis of juiblic ownership, even where it officially persecuted the commu- 
nist movement, 

Marxist communism aims at the overthrow of capitalism through revolu- 
tionary means, and believes in the necessity of setting up a dictatorship of the 
proletariat (through the agency of the Communist party) until the rem- 
nants of the capitalist ideology and habits of thought are liquidated. Evolu- 
tionary, democratic socialism, on the other hand, adheres to the method of 
constitutional procedure all throughout; it seeks power through ballots 
rather than bullets; and, once in power, it maintains democratic methods of 
government, and subjects itself to periodic tests of approval or disapproval 
by the electorate. 

Revolutionary Marxism visualizes the transition from capitalism to com- 
400 
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munism as sudden and complete; there is no payment of compensation for 
expropriated property, because capitalist property is, morally and socially, 
little better than theft derived from exploitation. By contrast, democratic 
socialism is slow and piecemeal, evolves (like other transactions of advanced 
capitalism) on the installment plan, and has to prove its right to hold power 
by keeping the consent of the majority. As to compensaiion, democratic so- 
cialism docs not believe that legitimate expectations of citizens may be vio- 
lated, and persists in the belief that expropriation of private property is per- 
missible only after due process and proper compensation. It “just isn’t done” 
to take away properly by legislative fiat, democratic socialists believe. If the 
whole economic system be compared to a basket of eggs, Marxist communism 
burns the basket and scrambles all eggs at once — never to be unscrambled 
again. Democratic socialism keeps the basket, and cooks only small orders 
of scrambled eggs at one time, because it believes in the Aristotelian obser- 
vation that “the guest will judge better of a feast than the cook.’’ If it turns 
out that the people — including many socialists — do not wish any further 
transfer of private property to public ownership, the democratic socialist 
must (for reasons of political expediency if for no other) accept their verdict. 
In the light of their repeated electoral defeats throughout the nineteen fifties, 
both the British Labor Party and the German Social Democratic Party have 
virtually abandoned nationalization of industry as a major objective, concen- 
trating instead on the goals of social equality and the welfare state. 

For the communist, such a change of policy is well-nigh inconceivable, 
because by definition only a small revolutionary minority — the Communist 
Party — knows what is best for the whole society. Therefore there is no point 
(in the communist view) in holding free elections in communist states, be- 
cause the goal is fixed, and any popular verdict contrary to official communist 
policy would only indicate the survival of “bourgeois, counterrevolutionary’’ 
ideologies to be liquidated as quickly and as drastically as possible. By con- 
trast, for the democratic socialist (as for democrats of any other economic 
philosophy) the freedom of the individual is the top priority, to which every- 
thing else has to be subordinated. The democratic socialist therefore knows 
that he may have to wait a long time, until he can |>cacefully persuade his 
fellow citizens that capitalism is inefficient and unjust, and that the proposed 
socialist remedies arc practical and equitable. The communist tells him that 
it is useless to try the conquest of power by persuasion, because all mediums 
of communication, education, and propaganda are biased in favor of the 
capitalist status quo, and that freedom of the press means little if one desires 
to start a metropolitan newspaper, but lacks the four or five million dollars 
with which to begin. The democratic socialist can only retort that, like other 
believers in democracy, he has the fnth that a reasonable case, reasonably 
presented, will eventually win the hearts of the people. 

The choice between Marxist revolutionary communism and democratic 
evolutionary socialism is, like other vital choices, not a matter of piire logic. 
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Facts of history limit the range of discretion in social action. Where political 
democracy has fragile roots, the Communist solution of the economic prob- 
lem will seem the more natural. This is why the transition from autocracy to 
communism has been successful in Russia, or Yugoslavia, or China. Where, 
however, the political tradition of democracy has been deeply embedded in 
the structure of national life, as in England, Scandinavia, New Zealand, and 
Australia, democratic socialism seems the more natural solution of funda- 
mental economic ills, if any basic changes are to be made at all. Conversely, 
Sidney Webb and Attlee would be as out of place in Russia or Outer Mon- 
golia, as Lenin and Mao would be in Westminster. 

The greatest single influence in the development of revolutionary commu- 
nism has been Karl Marx. The background of Prussian politics of the first half 
of the nineteenth century, with political prisons and exiles as the normal facts 
of life, was hardly the best schooling in the practice of democracy. In one 
sense the political theory of Karl Marx is inverted Prussianism: before the 
revolution, the Junkers and capitalists sit on top, and rule with an iron hand 
over the masses of the people. Come the revolution, and the roles are re- 
versed: the people control the state, through customary dictatorial methods, 
and the erstwhile oppressors and exploiters are put into their place. This may 
explain why in Europe Marxism has been so popular in Russia and Germany, 
and why it has been so weak where government by consent makes it difficult 
for individuals and groups to hate each other to the point of mutual liquida- 
tion. For this reason, the Communist coup in Czechoslovakia in February 
came as a rude shock to the free world: here was the case of the first truly 
democratic state being subjected to Communist dictatorship by armed force. 

Marx’s analysis of the capitalist system has influenced the making of his- 
tory even more than the writing of history. Regardless of what one accepts, or 
rejects, in the monumental work of Marx, of his social, economic, political, 
and philosophical ideas, it is virtually impossible simply to by-pass him. He 
said of himself that he was not a “Marxist,” and those who insist on all or 
nothing in relation to his ideas betray Marx the man, as well as Marx the 
social scientist. He believed that, as he put it in one of his earliest writings 
{Theses on Feuerbach, 1845), “in practice man must prove the truth,” which 
would exclude the easier method of turning to the truth as revealed by the 
Authority, whether Karl Marx or any other god or prophet. The Theses on 
Feuerbach were written by Marx when he was only twenty-seven, and his 
whole conception of the task of philosophy is indicated by his charge that 
“the philosophers have only interpreted the world; the point however is to 
change it.” This is distinctly un-Hegelian, and contrary to what respectable 
philoso[ihers have been doing all along. 

Marx’s philosophy of history and politics has to be gathered from many 
incidental remarks and comments in his writings and letters. One of the few 
places, in which he has given a summary statement of the economic interpre- 



TOTAUTARIAN COMMUNISM 

tation of history, is in the preface to The Critique of Political Economy 
(1859). This brief document contains virtually all the important ideas of 
Marx’s analysis of historical change and of the relative signiBcance of the 
various social forces and institutions: “that the anatomy of civil society is to 
be found in political economy.” Contrary to pre-Marxian social analysis, 
which emphasized law and politics as the determining factors in society, 
Marx reverses the scale of importance, and considers the “productive rela- 
tionship” of society as the basis, whereas legal relations and forms of govern- 
ment are the “superstructure.” Marx puts it in this way: “The mode of 
production of the material means of existence conditions the whole process 
of social, political and intellectual life.” One of his most famous formulations 
is that men’s social existence determines their consciousness, and not, as had 
been generally accepted without challenge before Marx, that the “conscious- 
ness of men determines their existence.” What Marx stresses here is that man’s 
ideas are not completely accidental and haphazard, or freely left to his choice. 
Thus, the legal, political, religious, and cultural ideologies and institutions 
of a pastoral type of civilization will fundamentally differ from those of the 
feudal society, and both will have little in common with the social, political, 
legal, religious, and intellectual outlook and organization of the modern in- 
dustrial society. 

Turning to the question of what causes historical change, Marx abandons 
the study of monarchs and their relations with court ladies and fellow dy- 
nasts, and is also dissatisfied with the approach to history through a long list 
of battles and wars. Instead, he tries to locate the deeper cause of real social 
change in factors that go beyond the powers of rulers and victorious war 
leaders: “At a certain stage of their development the material productive 
forces of society come into contradiction with the existing productive rela- 
tionships, or, what is but a legal expression for these, with the property rela- 
tionships within which they have moved before. From forms of development 
of the productive forces these relationships are transformed into their fetters. 
Then an epoch of social revolution opens. With the change in the economic 
foundation the whole vast superstructure is more or less rapidly trans- 
formed.” Thus, when new productive forces developed within the produc- 
tive relationships of the feudal system, social revolution was, according to 
Marx, inevitable. What has doomed all historically known economic systems 
is the fact that when new productive forces develop, the existing productive 
relationship stands in the way of their proper utilization. Each system thus 
becomes eventually wasteful in terms of the potentialities which have de- 
veloped in its womb, but which arc not permitted to be born and grow. 

The capitalist system, too, shows the same tendency, according to Marx, 
when the productive forces (the capacity to produce) have outstripped 
the productive relationships (law of property, production for private profit). 
The capitalist system as a system of social, economic and legal relations thus 



404 ANTIDEMOCRATIC THOUGHT 

has come to stand in the way of the technological forces that are not permit- 
ted to be fully utilized. Only socialism will, according to Marx, bring about a 
new system of productive relationships (public ownership of the means of 
production, production for common use rather than private profit) that will 
match the tremendous forces of production already potentially existent and 
known to man. Marx predicted the failure of the capitalist system to use all 
available productive forces at a time when capitalism grew by leaps and 
bounds, and when populations increased in all industrial nations. Yet the 
experience of the last generation has shown that only in time of war or 
rearmament capitalist societies produce to the full extent of their capacity. In 
"normal” times, millions of men are forced to be without work, and machin- 
ery rusts in idleness. 

In The Communist Manifesto (184S), Marx and bis collaborator Friedrich 
Fngcls explain how social change through revolution actually occurs. When 
the forces of production begin to outstrip the methods of production (or pro- 
ductive relationships), the owners of the means of production do not step 
aside, so as to accelerate the inevitable course of history. Hound by the limita- 
tions of their ideology (which, in turn, expresses the existing modes of pro- 
duction), they sincerely believe that the existing system is economically the 
most efiicient, socially the most equitable, and generally in harmony with 
the laws of nature and the will of whatever god they venerate. It is not a ques- 
tion of the greed of the individual feudal landowner (who stands in the way 
of the more productive capitidist system), or of the selfishness of the in- 
dividual capitalist (who obstructs the coming of a collectivist system of pro- 
duction). In each case the owners of the means of production will utilize all 
the instruments of the legal, political, and ideological superstructure to block 
the growth of those forces which represent the potentially more progressive 
economic system. This is why Marx and Engels state early in The Commu^ 
nist Manifesto, "The history of all hitherto existing society is the history of 
class struggles.” In the nineteenth century, the bourgeoisie liked to think of 
itself as extremely law-abiding and respectable — once it had won its class 
struggle. Yet Marx and Engels remind it that, historically, it “has played 
a most revolutionary part.” 

The end of capitalism will be brought about, not by “subversive” conspira- 
cies and astute political leaders, but by the same inexorable social laws that 
destroyed previous systems. Just as feudalism, e.g., prepared its own grave by 
developing those forces — the urban bourgeoisie — which eventually destroyed 
it, capitalism docs the same thing: “The essential condition for the existence 
and for the sway of the bourgeois class is the formation and augmentation 
of capital; the condition for capital is wage-labor. Wage-labor rests exclu- 
sively on competition between the laborers. The advance of industry, whose 
involuntary promoter is the bourgeoisie, replaces the isolation of the labor- 
ers, due to competition, by their revolutionary combinations, due to associa- 
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tion. The development of modern industry, therefore, cuts fiorn under its 
feet the very foundation on which the bourgeoisie produces and appropri- 
ates products. What the bourgeoisie therefore produces, above all, are its own 
grave-diggers. Its fall and the victory of the proletariat are ei]ually inevita- 
ble.” And, as Marx and Engels look at history, they can find no instance 
where a major social and economic system has freely abdicated to its succes- 
sor. Therefore, the Communists “openly declare that their ends can be at- 
tained only by the forcible overthrow of all existing social conditions.” This 
is one of the crucial tenets of revolutionary Marxist communism. 

After the death of Marx (1883), Engels carried on the heritage of his 
greater partner. In a letter to the German socialist writer Joseph Bloch (dated 
September 21, 1890), Engels restated the problem of the relations between 
the economic and noneconomic forces in history. Engels candidly admits that 
“Marx and I are ourselves partly to blame for the fact that younger writers 
sometimes lay more stress on the economic side than is due to it.” Engels 
tries to strengthen the weight that has to be given to political, historical, and 
cultural factors, and in particular stresses the point that the economic (<ir 
“materialist”) conception of history holds the economic factor to be ulti- 
mately the decisive one, but does not consider it to be the only determining 
clement. 

Lenin’s State and Revolution (1917) was written in the late summer of 
1917; Lenin was in hiding near the Finnish, border part of the time, as the 
Kerensky government had issued an order for his arrest. The book consists 
of six chapters; as Lenin explains in a postscript (dated December i^, I9t7)> 
he planned to add a seventh chapter on the Russian revolutions of 1905 and 
1917, but he was “interrupted” by the November revolution of 1917, and, as 
he puts it: “It is more pleasant and useful to go through the ‘experience of 
revolution’ than to write about it.” In the literature of Marxism, The State 
and Revolution is of immense importance. Where Marx and Engels (in per- 
haps typically nineteenth-century liberal fashion) neglected the factor of po- 
litical power, Lenin, the master strategist of one of the half dozen great revo- 
lutions in history, was keenly interested in the anatomy of the state. Lenin 
fully accepts the Marxist thesis that the transitional state between capitalism 
and the socialist society “can be only the revolutionary dictatorship of the 
proletariat.” Lenin denies that capitalism and democracy arc compatible at 
all, and affirms that under capitalism democracy always remains “a democ- 
racy for the minority, only for the possessing classes, only for the rich.” Lenin 
then describes the techniques that the capitalist state employs, in order to 
maintain itself in power. In the words of The Communist Manifesto, the 
“executive of the modern State is but a committee for managing the com- 
mon affairs of the whole bourgeoisie.” Behind the formalities of capitalist 
political democracy, Lenin sees, in effect, the dictatorship of the bourgeoisie. 
He also denies that the transition from capitalism to communism can be ac- 
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complished simply, smoothly, and directly, “as the liberal professors and petty- 
bourgeois opportunists would have us believe. No, development — toward 
communism — proceeds through the dictatorship of the proletariat; it cannot 
be otherwise, for the resistance of the capitalist exploiters cannot be broXen 
by anyone else or in any other way.” In the transitional stage between capi- 
talism and the communist society, “the state” will continue to exist, because 
machinery for the suppression of the capitalist exploiters will still be re- 
quired in the dictatorship of the proletariat. But Lenin points out that, in 
this phase already, the state begins to “wither away,” because the task of the 
majority (the victorious proletariat) in suppressing the minority (the de- 
feated capitalists) is different, in quantitative and qualitative terms, from the 
previous, capitalist state, in which a minority (of capitalists) suppress the ma- 
jority (of the exploited). Finally, once communism is fully established, the 
state becomes “absolutely unnecessary, for there is no one to be suppressed 
— ‘no one’ in the sense of a class, in the sense of a systematic struggle against a 
definite section of the population.” With the causes of exploitation of class by 
class removed, with the abolition of classes, the state will therefore inevitably 
“wither away.” There will be true freedom for all, and “when freedom exists, 
there will be no state.” 

Lenin wisely adds that he leaves the question of length of time, or of “the 
concrete withering away, quite open.” Without indicating the time it will 
take i() transform the “lower phase” of Communist society (the dictatorship 
of the proletariat) to the “higher phase” (when the state will wither away), 
Lenin describes the condition of such transformation: “The state will be 
able to wither away completely when society can apply the rule: ‘From each 
according to his ability, to each according to his needs,’ i.e., when people 
have become so accustomed to observing the fundamental rules of social life 
aiul when their labor is so productive that they will voluntarily work accord- 
ing to their ability. " Lenin, like Marx, denies that the vision of a society with- 
out a mechanism of force and power (“the state”) is Utopian. Yet Marxism 
shares with anarchy, democracy, and pacifism the faith that man is so per- 
fectible that one day he will no longer need the corrective force of govern- 
ment, law, and prisons. In religion, the trouble is the Adam in man; in Marx, 
the Adam is capitalism. 

So far, at least, the Communist state has shown little proclivity to wither- 
away in the Soviet Union. So far, the Soviet Union still is in the first, or 
“lower,” phase of communism, when the dictatorship of the proletariat re- 
quires the retention of a machinery of legal and political suppression. Stalin 
and Khrushchev, following Lenin, have also left the question open as to how 
long the present “phase” will last, and have refused to hint at the probable 
time when the present totalitarian police state will begin to wither away. 

Returning from dreams to reality, one of the most interesting documents 
in revolutionary Marxist literature is Lenin’s call to revolution, addressed to 
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the members of the Central Committee of the Bolshevik parfj-. It was written 
on the evening of November 6, 1917, only a few hours before the provisional 
government in Petrograd was overthrown by armed insurrection under Bol- 
shevik leadership, which made Lenin himself the head of the new govern- 
ment. 

In his Foundations of Leninism (1924) Stalin expounds his conception 
of communism. He sees the world divided into two camps, “the world front 
of imperialism, which must be opposed by a common front of the revolution- 
ary movement in all countries.'’ In the present imperialist stage of capitalism 
“wars cannot be averted,” and he urges a coalition between the communist 
states and colonial revolutions in Asia. Soviet Russia must be the “base for 
the overthrow of imperialism in all countries,” and he approvingly quotes 
Lenin that “it is inconceivable that the Soviet republic should continue to 
exist for a long period side by side with imperialist states. Ultimately one or 
the other must conquer.” It is remarkable that in the nineteen twenties, when 
the Soviet Union was economically and militarily weak or exhausted, Lenin 
and Stalin readied their effort for the eventual conquest of the soft under- 
belly of the western nations — the underdeveloped areas in Asia, Africa, and 
Latin America. Whereas Lenin and Stalin understood in the nineteen twen- 
ties the crucial importance of the underdeveloped territories for the global 
ambitions of communism, some people in the West still do not understand 
their importance in the nineteen sixties. Realizing that the western nations 
cannot be subjected to communism by a frontal attack or by internal sub 
version, Soviet leadership under Lenin, Stalin, and Khrushchev decided to 
strike at the West indirectly — through the communization of underdeveloped 
areas in Asia and, later, in Africa and Latin America. The communist con- 
quest of mainland China, North Korea, and Northern Vietnam, the Marxist 
influence in newly independent Guinea in West Africa, and the communist 
infiltration in Guatemala under Arbenz and in Cuba under Castro testify 
to the considerable success of the Leninist-Stalinist-Khrushchevist strategy, 
a success likely to continue so long as the West persists in underestimating 
the pivotal role of the underdeveloped areas in the world- wide struggle with 
communism. 

Khrushchev, too, follows the pattern set by Lenin and Stalin. Although he 
has repeatedly advocated “peaceful coexistence" between East and West (as 
Lenin and Stalin did before him), he has made clear his conviction, at home 
and abroad (including his speeches in the United States in 1959), that the 
whole world will eventually live under the communist system. At the same 
time, Khrushchev continues to have faith in the tougher line of Leninism- 
Stalinism. Thus, after the suppression of the Hungarian Revolution, he said 
to a group of Western diplomat'! in Moscow on November 18, 1956: 
“Whether you like it or not, history is on our side. We will bury you.” 
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On January i, 1957, Khrushchev returned again to this issue. “The imperial- 
ists call us Stalinists,” he said in Moscow. “Well, when it comes to fighting 
imperialism, we are all Stalinists.” 

In his famous secret speech of February 25, 1956, attacking Stalin, 
Khrushchev significantly did not attack Stalin’s foreign policy, except for 
Stalin’s blunder in trying to force Tito out of office. This was a quarrel 
within the communist orbit, in which, moreover, no overt force was used by 
Stalin. But Khrushchev did not criticize Stalin for his forcible communiza- 
lion of Latvia, Estonia, and Lithuania in the Baltic, and of Poland, Hungary, 
Bulgaria, Albania, Romania, East Germany, and Czechoslovakia in Eastern 
and Central Europe. He refrained from criticizing Stalin for his policy of 
expanding communist rule by force and subversion— -for the simple reason 
that he himself intended to continue this policy. 

Yet despite this important omission, Khrushchev’s secret speech of Febru- 
ary 25, 1956, before the Twentieth Communist Party Congress in Moscow is 
one of the most important documents in the whole history of communism. 
Stalin is revealed by Khrushchev as a cruel despot ‘‘demanding absolute sub- 
mission to his opinion.” This is a far cry from the communist theory of 
‘‘democratic centralism.” Stalin’s arbitrariness encouraged arbitrariness in his 
subordinates: ‘‘Mass arrests and deportations of many thousands of people, 
execution without trial and without normal investigation created conditions 
of insecurity, fear, and even de(>ortation.” Deportation applied not only to 
individuals, but to whole nations in the Soviet Union. Khrushchev describes 
in detail how Stalin fabricated cases against his victims without a shred of 
evidence. “And how is it possible,” Khrushchev asks, ‘‘that a person confesses 
to crimes which he has not committed.? Only in one way— because of appli- 
cation of physical methods of pressuring him, tortures, bringing him to a 
state of unconsciousness, deprivation of his judgment, taking away of his 
human dignity. In this manner were ‘confessions’ acquired.” 

Yet two basic considerations about Khrushchev’s secret speech against 
Stalin should be kept in mind. First, Khrushchev’s main line of attack is 
upon the crimes Stalin committed against his communist associates, the 
‘‘many thousands of honest and innocent communists,” who died as a result 
of Stalin’s tyranny. Yet Khrushchev does not refer to the persecution of the 
infinitely larger number of victims of Stalin’s despotism, the millions of 
ordinary Russians who perished in the drive for agricultural collectivization 
in the early nineteen thirties, not to speak of the many millions who were 
imprisoned and kept in slave labor camps in the nineteen thirties and forties. 
In short, Khrushchev attacks Stalin for having exercised a tyrannical regime 
over fellow-communists, not for having suppressed the Russian people for 
nearly thirty years. The second interesting point about his address is that it 
was never published in the Soviet Union, although it was read in Communist 
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Party meetings. This confirms the assumption that in Khrushchev’s view 
Stalin’s despotic rule was a matter of intra-party concern, a mere deviation 
from true Leninism, but that the Russian people had no right to interfere. 
Still, even with these reservations there is no doubt that Khrushchev’s speech 
of February 25, 1956, is of historic importance. Only a few months later, 
popular revolutions broke out in Poland and Hungary. In Poland, the revo- 
lution was permitted, because the communists never lost control. In Hungary, 
the revolution had to be suppressed by force of arms, because the communists 
swiftly lost control, were ousted, and a democratic regime was set up. This 
was a situation which called for a Stalinist solution, and Khrushchev did not 
hesitate to adopt it. 

More searching than Khrushchev’s critique of Stalin’s version of com 
munism is Milovan Djilas’ The New Class (1957). Next to the Communist 
Manifesto it is possibly the most significant analysis of communism. Djilas 
was a communist in his native Yugoslavia from his boyhood onward; in 
World War 11 he fought with Tito in the partisan formations against Nazi 
Germany, and after the establishment of the Tito regime he became Vice- 
President of Yugoslavia and was considered by many as heir-apparent to Tito 
himself. Yet from the early fifties onward, he gradually changed his views, 
attacking the rule of his country by a centralized bureaucracy that possessed 
political power as well as economic privilege. In 1954, he was expelled from 
the Yugoslav Communist Party, and in 1955 he received his first sentence of 
imprisonment for demanding more democracy in Yugoslavia. On November 
19, 1956, he published an article on the Hungarian Revolution in the Ameri- 
can weekly The New Leader, in which he attacked the attitude of the Tito 
government during the Hungarian Revolution and stated that the Hungarian 
Revolution was the beginning of the end of world communism. For this 
article he was .sentenced to three yeai.s’ imprisonment. In 1957, his bcx)k The 
New Class was published in New York; Djilas was tried again, and this time 
he received a sentence of seven years, making his total sentence ten years. 
By contrast, he had served only three years in prison for his communist 
activities in pre-World War II Yugoslavia. Thus, the publication of The New 
Class was a political as well as a literary event. Here was a man who dared 
to defy a dictatorial regime, willing to sacrifice his freedom and life, if neces- 
sary, in order to tell the truth about communism as seen and lived by a 
life-long Marxist and communist. 

What distinguishes Djilas’ work from the mass of books by ex-communists 
is his avoidance of sensationalism, of personal charges and accusations. He 
is interested in the reality of communism as a going social, economic, and 
political system. The originality of Djilas’ analysis rests on the fact that he 
applies Marxist criteria of economics and politics to show what the reality 
of communism is like. Just as Marx argued that the concentration of eco- 
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lomic power in the hands of the capitalists inevitably entailed political 
:ontrol (regardless of formal and legal appearances to the contrary), Djilas 
irgues that the absolute political power of the communist ruling class in- 
:vitably entails economic power and privileges, notwithstanding the legal 
fiction of “public ownership.” The so-called socialist ownership, Djilas argues, 
‘is a disguise for the real ownership by the political bureaucracy,” since it is 
the political bureaucracy that “uses, enjoys, and disposes of nationalized prop- 
erty.” This new class of “owners and exploiters” decides in an arbitrary way 
how the national income is to be distributed, what wages are to be paid to 
the workers, and how property is to be used: “This is the way it appears to 
the ordinary man who considers the communist functionary as being very 
rich and as a man who does not have to work.” Because this new class com- 
bines within itself absolute political and economic power, its “power over 
men is the most complete known to history.” Yet Djilas is confident that in 
the long run the subjects of the communist states will press for truth and 
freedom, and he concludes The New Class with these hopeful words: “The 
[Tower of reality and the power of life have always been stronger than any 
kind of brutal force and more real than any theory.” 


KARL MARX 


1 . On Philosophy* 


The question whether objective truth can he attributed to human thinking 
is not a question of theory, hut is a practical question. In practice man must 
prove the truth, i.e., the reality and power, the “this-sidedness" of his think- 
ing. The dispute over the reality or non-reality of thinking which is isolated 
from practice is a purely scholastic question. 

The materialist doctrine that men arc products of circumstances and up- 
bringing and that, therefore, changed men are products of other circum- 
stances and changeil upbringing, forgets that circumstances are changed 
precisely by men and that the educator must himself be educated. Hence 
this doctrine necessarily arrives at dividing society into two parts, of which 
one lowers alwve .scK'icty (in Robert Owen, for example). 

The coinciilence of the changing of circumstances and of human activity 
can only be conceived and rationally understood as revolutionizing practice. 

•From Karl Marx, Theses on Teuerhach (written in 1845; first published in 1888 in Ludwig 
Fruerhaek by Friedrich F.njjels). 
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Social life is essentially practical. All mysteries which mislead theory to 
mysticism find their rational solution in human practice and in the compre- 
hension of this practice. 

The philosophers have only interpreted the world in various ways; the 
point however is to change it. 


KARL MARX 


2 . Economic Interpretation of History* 


My investigations led to the conclusion that legal relations as well as forms 
of State could not be understood from themselves, nor from the so-called 
general development of the human mind, but, on the contrary, are rooted 
in the material conditions of life, the aggregate of which Hegel, following 
the precedent of the English and French of the eighteenth century, grouped 
under the name of “civil society”; but that the anatomy of civil society is to 
be found in political economy. My study of the latter, begun in Paris, was 
continued in Brussels, whither P migrated in consequence of an expulsion 
order issued by M. Guizot. The general conclusion I arrived at— and once 
reached, it served as the guiding thread in my studies — can be briefly formu- 
lated as follows: In the social production of their means of existence men 
enter into definite, necessary relations which arc independent of their will, 
productive relationships which correspond to a definite stage of development 
of their material productive forces. The aggregate of these productive rela- 
tionships constitutes the economic structure of society, the real basis on which 
a juridical and political superstructure arises, and to which definite forms of 
social consciousness correspond. The mode of production of the material 
means of existence conditions the whole process of social, political and intel- 
lectual life. It is not the consciousness of men that determines their existence, 
but, on the contrary, it is their social existence that determines their conscious- 
ness. At a certain stage of their development the material productive forces 

•From Karl Marx, A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy (1859; uanslatcd by 
Emile Burns in A Handbook, of Marxism, International Publishers, 1935). By pernission. 
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of sfKicty come into contradiction with the existing productive relationships, 
or, what is but a legal expression for these, with the property relationships 
within which they had moved before. From forms of development of the 
productive forces these relationships are transformed into their fetters. Then 
an epoch of social revolution opens. With the change in the economic founda- 
tion the whole va.st superstructure is more or less rapidly transformed. In 
considering such revolutions it is necessary always to distingui.sh between the 
material revolution in the economic conditions of production, which can be 
determined with scientific accuracy, and the juridical, political, religious, 
aesthetic or philosophic — in a word, ideological forms wherein men become 
conscious of this conflict and fight it out. Just as we cannot judge an indi- 
vidual on the basis of his own opinion of himself, so such a revolutionary 
c|)fjch cannot be judged from its own consciousness; but on the contrary this 
consciousness must be explained from the contradictions of material life, from 
the existing conflict between scjcial productive forces and productive relation- 
ships. A social system never perishes before all the productive forces have 
developed for which it is wide enough; and new, higher productive relation- 
ships never come into being before the material conditions for their existence 
have been brought to matuiity within the womb of the old society itself. 
I hcrcfore, mankind always sets itself only such problems as it can solve; for 
when we l(K)k closer we will always find that the problem itself only arises 
when the material conditions for its solution are already present or at least 
in the process of coming into being. In broad outline, the Asiatic, the ancient, 
the feudal and the modern bourgeois modes of production can be indicated 
as progressive cptjchs in the economic system of society. Bourgeois productive 
relationships are the last antagonistic form of the social process of produc- 
tion-antagonistic in the sense not of individual antagonism, but of an 
antagonism rising out of the conditions of the social life of individuals; but 
the productive forces developing within the womb of bourgeois society at the 
same time create the material conditions for the solution of this antagonism. 
With this social system, therefore, the pre-history of human society comes to 
a close. 
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KAftL MARX AND FRIEDRICH ENGELS 


3. The Communul Manifesto* 


A spectre is haunting Europe — the spectre of Communism. All the powers 
of old Europe have entered into a holy alliance to exorcise this spectre: Pope 
and Tsar, Metternich and Guizot, French Radicals and German police-spies. 

Where is the party in opposition that has not been decried as communistic 
by its opponents in power? Where is the Opposition that has not hurled back 
the branding reproach of Communism, against the more advanced opposi- 
tion parties, as well as against its reactionary adversaries? 

Two things result from this fact: 

1. Communism is already acknowledged by all European powers to be it- 
self a power. 

2. It is high time that Communists should openly, in the face of the 
whole world, publish their views, their aims, their tendencies, and meet this 
nursery tale of the spectre of Communism with a manifesto of the party itself. 

To this end, Communists of various nationalities have assembled in Lon- 
don, and sketched the following manifesto, to be published in the English, 
French, German, Italian, Flemish and Danish languages: 

i: BOURGEOIS AND PROLETARIANS 

The history of all hitherto existing society is the history of class struggles. 

Freeman and slave, patrician and plebeian, lord and serf, guild-master 
and journeyman, in a word, oppressor and oppressed, stood in constant op- 
position to one another, carried on an uninterrupted, now hidden, now open 
fight, a fight that each time ended, either in a revolutionary reconstitution of 
society at large, or in the common ruin of the contending classes. 

In the earlier epochs of history, we find almost everywhere a complicated 
arrangement of society into various orders, a manifold gradation of social 
rank. In ancient Rome we have patricians, knights, plebeians, slaves; in the 
Middle Ages, feudal lords, vassals, guild-masters, journeymen, apprentices, 
serfs; in almost all of these classes, again, subordinate gradations. 

The modern bourgeois society that has sprouted from the ruins of feudal 
society has not done away with class antagonisms. It has but established new 
classes, new conditions of oppression, new forms of struggle in place of the 
old ones. 

Our epoch, the epoch of the bourgeoisie, possesses, however, this distinc- 

* From Karl Marx, and Friedrich Engels, The Communist Manifesto (1848; English transla- 
tion of 1888, edited by Friedrich Engeis> 
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tivc feature: it has simplified the class antagonisms. Society as a whole is more 
and more splitting up into two great hostile camps, into two great classes 
directly facing each other — bourgeoisie and proletariat. 

From the serfs of the Middle Ages sprang the chartered burghers of the 
earliest towns. From these burgesses the first elements of the bourgeoisie 
were developed. 

The discovery of America, the rounding of the Cape, opened up fresh 
ground for the rising bourgeoisie. The East-Indian and Chinese markets, the 
colonisation of America, trade with the colonies, the increase in the means of 
exchange and in commodities generally, gave to commerce, to navigation, to 
industry, an impulse never before known, and thereby, to the revolutionary 
element in the tottering feudal society, a rapid development. 

The feudal system of industry, in which industrial production was mo- 
nopolised by closed guilds, now no longer sufficed for the growing wants of 
the new markets. The manufacturing system took its place. The guildmasters 
were pushed aside by the manufacturing middle class; division of labour 
between the different corporate guilds vanished in the face of division of la- 
bour in each single workshop. 

Meantime the markets kept ever growing, the demand ever rising. Even 
manufacture no longer sufficed. Thereupon, steam and machinery revolu- 
tionised industrial production. The place of manufacture was taken by the 
giant, modern industry, the place of the industrial middle class, by industrial 
millionaires, the leaders of whole industrial armies, the modern bourgeois. 

Modern industry has established the world market, for which the 
discovery of America paved the way. This market has given an immense 
development to commerce, to navigation, to communication by land. This 
development has, in its turn, reacted on the extension of industry; and in 
proportion as industry, commerce, navigation, railways extended, in the same 
proportion the bourgeoisie developed, increased its capital, and pushed into 
the background every class handed down from the Middle Ages. 

Wc see, therefore, how the modern bourgeoisie is itself the product of a 
long course of development, of a series of revolutions in the modes of produc- 
tion and of exchange. 

Each step in the development of the bourgeoisie was accompanied by a 
corresponding political advance of that class. An oppressed class under the 
sway of the feudal nobility, an armed and self-governing association in the 
mediaeval commune; here independent urban republic (as in Italy and Ger- 
many), there taxable “third estate” of the monarchy (as in France); after- 
wards, in the period of manufacture proper, serving either the semi-feudal or 
the absolute monarchy as a counterpoise against the nobility, and, in fact, 
corner stone of the great monarchies in general, the bourgeoisie has at last, 
since the establishment of Modern Industry and of the world market, con- 
quered for itself, in the modern representative State, exclusive political sway. 
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The executive of the modern State is but a committee for managing the 
common affairs of the whole bourgeoisie. 

The bourgeoisie, historically, has played a most revolutionary part. 

The bourgeoisie, wherever it has got the upper hand, has put an end to all 
feudal, patriarchal, idyllic relations. It has pitilessly torn asunder the motley 
feudal ties that bound man to his “natural superiors,” and has left no other 
nexus between man and man than naked self-interest, than callous “cash pay- 
ment.” It has drowned the most heavenly ecstasies of religious fervour, of 
chivalrous enthusiasm, of philistine sentimentalism, in the icy water of ego- 
tistical calculation. It has resolved personal worth into cx':hange value, and 
in place of the numberless indefeasible chartered freedoms, has set up that 
single, unconscionable freedom — Free Trade. In one word, for exploitation, 
veiled by religious and political illusions, it has substituted naked, shameless, 
direct, brutal exploitation. 

The bourgeoisie has stripped of its halo every occupation hitherto honoured 
and looked up to with reverent awe. It has converted the physician, the law- 
yer, the priest, the poet, the man of science, into its paid wage-labourers. 

The bourgeoisie has torn away from the family its sentimental veil, and has 
reduced the family relation to a mere money relation. 

The bourgeoisie has disclosed how it came to pass that the brutal display 
of vigour in the Middle Ages, which reactionaries so much admire, found 
its fitting complement in the most slothful indolence. It has been the first to 
show what man’s activity can bring about. It has accomplished wonders far 
surpassing Egyptian pyramids, Roman aqueducts, and Gothic cathedrals; it 
has conducted expeditions that put in the shade all former Exoduses of na- 
tions and crusades. 

The bourgeoisie cannot exist without constantly revolutionising the instru- 
ments of production, and thereby the relations of production, and with 
them the whole relations of society. Conservation of the old modes of pro- 
duction in unaltered form, was, on the contrary, the first condition of exist- 
ence for all earlier industrial classes. Constant revolutionising of production, 
uninterrupted disturbance of all social conditions, everlasting uncertainty 
and agitation distinguished the bourgeois epoch from all earlier ones. All 
fixed, fast-frozen relations, with their train of ancient and venerable preju- 
dices and opinions, are swept away, all new formed ones become antiquated 
before they can ossify. All that is solid melts into air, all that is holy is pro- 
faned, and man is at last compelled to face with sober senses his real condi- 
tions of life and his relations with his kind. 

The need of a constantly expanding market for its products chases the 
bourgeoisie over the whole surface of the globe. It must nestle everywhere, 
settle everywhere, establish connections everywhere. 

The bourgeoisie has through its exploitation of the world market given a 
cosmopolitan character to production and consumption in every country. To 
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the great chagrin of reactionaries, it has drawn from under the feet of in- 
dustry the national ground on which it stood. All old-established national 
industries have been destroyed or arc daily being destroyed. They arc dis- 
lodged by new industries, whose introduction becomes a life and death ques- 
tion for all civilised nations, by industries that no longer work up indigenous 
raw material, but raw material drawn from the remotest zones; industries 
whose products arc consumed, not only at home, but in every quarter of the 
globe. In place of the old wants, satisfied by the production of the country, 
we find new wants, retjuiring for their satisfaction the products of distant 
lands and climes. In place of the old local and national seclusion and self- 
sufficiency, we have intercourse in every direction, universal intcr-dcpcndcncc 
of nations. And as in material, so also in intellectual production. The intel- 
lectual creations of individual nations become common property. National 
one-sidedness and narrow-mindedness become more and more impossible, 
and from the numerous national and local literatures there arises a world 
literature. 

The bourgeoisie, by the rapid improvement of all instruments of produc- 
tion, by the immensely facilitated means of communication, draws all, even 
the most barbarian, nations into civilisation. The cheap prices of its commodi- 
ties are the heavy artillery with which it batters down all Chinese walls, 
with which it forces the barbarians’ intensely obstinate hatred of foreigners 
to capitulate. It compels all nations, on pain of extinction, to adopt the bour- 
geois inodes of [production; it compels them to introduce what it calls civilisa- 
tion into their midst, i.e., to become bourgeois themselves. In one word, it 
creates a world after its own image. 

The bourgeoisie has subjected the country to the rule of the towns. It has 
created enormous cities, has greatly increased the urban population as com- 
paret! with the rural, and has thus rescued a considerable part of the popula- 
tion from the iiliocy of rural life. Just as it has made the country dependent 
on the towns, so it has made barbarian and semi-barbarian countries depend- 
ent on the civilised ones, nations of peasants on nations of bourgeois, the 
Hast on the West. 

The bourgeoisie keeps more and more doing away with the scattered 
state of the population, of the means of production, and of property. It has 
agglomerated population, centralised means of production, and has con- 
centrated property in a few hands. The necessary consequence of this was po- 
litical centralisation. Independent, or but loosely connected provinces, with 
separate interests, laws, governments and systems of taxation, became lumped 
together into one nation, with one government, one code of laws, one na- 
tional class interest, one frontier and one customs tariff. 

The bourgeoisie, during its rule of scarce one hundred years, has created 
more massive and more colossal productive forces than have all preceding 
generations together. Subjection of nature’s forces to man, machinery, appli- 
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cation of chemistry to industry and agriculture, steam-navigation, railways, 
electric telegraphs, clearing of whole continents for cultivation, canalisation 
of rivers, whole populations conjured out of the ground — what earlier cen- 
tury had even a presentiment that such productive forces slumbered in the 
lap of social labour? 

We sec then; the means of production and of exchange, on whose founda- ■ 
tion the bourgeoisie built itself up, were generated in feudal society. At a cer- 
tain stage in the development of these means of production and of exchange, 
the conditions under which feudal society produced and exchanged, the 
feudal organisation of agriculture and manufacturing industry, in one word, 
the feudal relations of property became no longer compatible with the already 
developed productive forces; they became so many fetters. They had to be 
burst asunder; they were burst asunder. 

Into their place stepped free competition, accompanied by a social and po- 
litical constitution adapted to it, and by the economical and political sway of 
the bourgeois class. 

A similar movement is going on before our own eyes. Modern bourgeois 
society with its relations of production, of exchange and of property, a society 
that has conjured up such gigantic means of production and of exchange, 
is like the sorcerer who is no longer able to control the powers of the nether 
world whom he has called up by his spells. For many a decade past the his- 
tory of industry and commerce is but the history of the revolt of modern 
productive forces against modern conditions of production, against the prop- 
erty relations that are the conditions for the existence of the bourgeoisie 
and of its rule. It is enough to mention the commercial crises that by their 
periodical return put the existence of the entire bourgeois society on its trial, 
each time more threateningly. In these crises a great part not only of the exist- 
ing products, but also of the previously created productive forces, are peri- 
odically destroyed. In these crises there breaks out an epidemic that, in all 
earlier epochs, would have seemed an absurdity — the epidemic of over-pro- 
duction. Society suddenly finds itself put back into a state of momentary bar- 
barism; it appears as if a famine, a universal war of devastation had cut off 
the supply of every means of subsistence; industry and commerce seem to be 
destroyed. And why? Because there is too much civilisation, too much 
means of subsistence, too much industry, too much commerce. The produc- 
tive forces at the disposal of society no longer tend to further the development 
of the conditions of bourgeois property; on the contrary, they have become 
too powerful for these conditions, by which they are fettered, and so soon as 
they overcome these fetters, they bring disorder into the whole of bour- 
geois society, endanger the existence of bourgeois property. The conditions 
of bourgeois society are too narrow to comprise the wealth created by them. 
And how does the bourgeoisie get over these crises? On the one hand by 
enforced destruction of a mass of productive forces; on the other, by the 
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conquest of new markets, and by the more thorough exploitation of the old 
ones. That is to say, by paving the way for more extensile and more de- 
structive crises, and by diminishing the means whereby crises are prevented. 

The weapons with which the bourgeoisie felled feudalism to the ground 
are now turned against the bourgeoisie itself. 

But not only has the bourgeoisie forged the weapons that bring death to 
itself; it has also called into existence the men who are to wield those weapons 
—the modern working class— the proletarians. 

In proportion as the bourgeoisie, i.e., capital, is developed, in the same pro- 
portion is the proletariat, the modern working class, developed — a class of 
lalxiurcrs, who live only so long as they find work, and who find work only 
so long as their labour increases capital. These labourers, who must sell 
themselves piecemeal, are a commodity, like every other article of commerce, 
and are consequently exposed to all the vicissitudes of competition, to all the 
fluctuations of the market. 

Owing to the extensive use of machinery and to division of labour, the 
work of the proletarians has lost all individual character, and, consequently, 
all charm for the workman. He becomes an appendage of the machine, and 
it is only the most simple, most monotonous, and most easily acquired 
knack, that is required of him. Hence, the cost of production of a workman 
is restricted, almost entirely, to the means of subsistence that he requires for 
his maintenance, and for the propagation of his race. But the price of a com- 
modity, and therefore, also of labour, is equal to its cost of production. In 
proportion, therefore, as the rcpulsivencss of the work increases, the wage de- 
creases. Nay, more, in proportion as the use of machinery and division of 
labour increases, in the same proportion the burden of toil also increases, 
whether by prolongation of the working hours, by increase of the work ex- 
acted in a given time, or by increased speed of the machinery, etc. 

Modern industry has converted the little workshop of the patriarchal 
master into the great factory of the industrial capitalist. Masses of labourers, 
crowded into the factory, are organised like soldiers. As privates of the in- 
dustrial army they arc placed under the command of a perfect hierarchy of 
oflicers and sergeants. Not only arc they slaves of the bourgeois class, and of 
the bourgeois stale; they arc daily and hourly enslaved by the mechinc, by the 
ovcr-k)oker, and, above all, by the individual bourgeois manufacturer him- 
self. The more openly this despotism proclaims gain to be its end and aim, 
the more petty, the more hateful and the more embittering it is. 

The less the skill and exertion of strength implied in manual labour, in 
other words, the more modern industry becomes developed, the more is the 
labour of men superseded by that of women. Differences of age and sex have 
no longer any distinctive social validity for the working class. All arc instru- 
ments of labour, more or less expensive to use, according to their age and 
sex. 
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No sooner is the cxploitadon of the labourer by the manufacturer so far at 
an end that he receives his wages in cash than he is set upon by the other por- 
tions of the bou^eoisie, the landlord, the shopkeeper, the pawnbroker, etc. 
The lower strata of the middle class— the small tradespeople, shopkeepers, 
and retired tradesmen generally, the handicraftsmen and peasants — all these 
sink gradually into the proletariat, partly because their diminutive capital 
does not suffice for the scale on which modern industry is carried on, and is 
swamped in the competition with the large capitalists, partly because their 
specialised skill is rendered worthless by new methods of production. Thus 
the proletariat is recruited from all classes of the population. 

The proletariat goes through various stages of development. With its birth 
begins its struggle with the bourgeoisie. At first the contest is carried on by 
individual labourers, then by the work people of a factory, then by the op- 
eratives of one trade, in one locality, against the individual bourgeois who 
directly exploits them. They direct their attacks not against the bourgeois 
conditions of production, but against the instruments of production them- 
selves; they destroy imported wares that compete with their labour, they 
smash to pieces machinery, they set factories ablaze, they seek to restore by 
force the vanished status of the workman of the Middle Ages. 

At this stage the labourers still form an incoherent mass scattered over the 
whole country, and broken up by their mutual competition. If anywhere they 
unite to form more compact bodies, this is not yet the consequence of their 
own active union, but of the union of the bourgeoisie, which class, in order 
to attain its own political ends, is compelled to set the whole proletariat in 
motion, and is moreover yet, for a time, able to do so. At this stage, therefore, 
the proletarians do not fight their enemies, but the enemies of their enemies, 
the remnants of absolute monarchy, the land-owners, the non-industrial 
bourgeois, the petty bourgeoisie. Thus the whole historical movement is 
concentrated in the hands of the bourgeoisie; every victory so obtained is a 
victory for the bourgeoisie. 

But with the development of industry the proletariat not only increases in 
number; it becomes concentrated in greater masses, its strength grows, and 
it feels that strength more. The various interests and conditions of life within 
the ranks of the proletariat are more and more equalised, in proportion as 
machinery obliterates all distinctions of labour, and nearly everywhere re- 
duces wages to the same low level. The growing competition among the 
bourgeois, and the resulting commercial crises, make the wages of the work- 
ers ever more fluctuating. The unceasing improvement of machinery, ever 
more rapidly developing, makes their livelihood more and more precari- 
ous; the collisions between individual workmen and individual bourgeois 
take more and more the character of collisions between two classes. There- 
upon the workers begin to form combinations (trades’ unions) against the 
bourgeois; they club together in order to keep up the rate of wages; they 
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found permanent associations in order to make provision beforehand for 
these occasional revolts. Here and there the contest breaks out into riots. 

Now and then the workers are victorious, but only for a time. The real 
fruit of their battles lies, not in the immediate result, but in the ever expand- 
ing union of the workers. This union is helped on by the improved means 
of communication that are created by modern industry, and that place the 
workers of different localities in contact with one another. It was just this 
contact that was needed to centralise the numerous local struggles, all of the 
same character, into one national struggle between classes. But every class 
struggle is a political struggle. And that union, to attain which the burghers 
of tlie Middle Ages, with their miserable highways, required centuries, the 
modern proletarians, thanks to railways, achieve in a few years. 

This organisation of the proletarians into a class, and consequently into a 
political party, is continually being upset again by the competition between 
the workers themselves. But it ever rises up again, stronger, firmer, mightier. 
It compels legislative recognition of particular interests of the workers, by 
taking advantage of the divisions among the bourgeoisie itself. Thus the ten- 
hours’ bill in England was carried. 

Altogether, collisions between the classes of the old society further in many 
ways the course of development of. the proletariat. The bourgeoisie finds it- 
self involved in a constant battle. At first with the aristocracy; later on, with 
those }K)rtions of the bourgeoisie itself, whose interests have become antago- 
tiisiic to the ()rogrcss of industry; at all times with the bourgeoisie of foreign 
count rie.s. In all these battles it sees itself compelled to appeal to the prole- 
tariat, to ask for its help, and thus to drag it into the political arena. The bour- 
geoisie itself, therefore, supplies the proletariat with its own elements of po- 
litical and general education, in other words, it furnishes the proletariat with 
weapons for fighting the bourgeoisie. 

Further, as we have already seen, entire sections of the ruling classes are, by 
the advance of industry, precipitated into the proletariat, or are at least threat- 
ened in their conditions of existence. These also supply the proletariat with 
fresh elements of enlightenment and progress. 

Finally, in times when the class struggle nears the decisive hour, the proc- 
ess of dissolution going on within the ruling class, in fact within the whole 
range of old society, assumes such a violent, glaring character that a small 
section of the ruling class cuts itself adrift and joins the revolutionary class, 
the class that holds the future in its hands. Just as, therefore, at an earlier 
period, a section of tlic nobility went over to the bourgeoisie, so now a por- 
tion of the bourgeoisie goes over to the proletariat, and, in particular, a 
portion of the bourgeois ideologists, who have raised themselves to the level 
of comprehending theoretically the historical movement as a whole. 

Of all the classes that stand face to face with the bourgeoisie to-day, the 
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proletariat alone is a really revolutionary class. The other classes decay and 
finally disappear in the face of modern industry; the proletariat is its special 
and essential product. 

The lower middle class, the small manufacturer, the shopkeeper, the arti- 
san, the peasant, all these fight against the bourgeoisie, to save from extinction 
their existence as fractions of the middle class. They arc therefore not revo- 
lutionary but conservative. Nay, more, they are reactionary, for they try to 
roll back the wheel of history. If by chance they are revolutionary, they are so 
only in view of their impending transfer into the proletariat; they thus de- 
fend not their present, but their future interests; they desert their own 
standpoint to place themselves at that of the proletariat. 

The “dangerous class,” the social scum, that passively rotting mass thrown 
off by the lowest layers of old society, may, here and there, be swept .nto 
the movement by a proletarian revolution; its conditions of life, however, 
prepare it far more for the part of a bribed tool of reactionary intrigue. 

In the conditions of the proletariat, those of old society at large arc already 
virtually swamped. The proletarian is without property; his relation to his 
wife and children has no longer anything in common with the bourgeois 
family relations; modern industrial labour, modern subjection to capital, the 
same in England as in France, in America as in Germany, has stripped him 
of every trace of national character. Law, morality, religion, arc to him so 
many bourgeois prejudices, behind which lurk in ambush just as many bour- 
geois interests. 

All the preceding classes that got the upper hand, sought to fortify their 
already acquired status by subjecting society at large to their conditions of 
appropriation. The proletarians cannot become masters of the productive 
forces of society, except by abolishing their own previous mode of appro- 
priation, and thereby also every other previous mode of appropriation. They 
have nothing of their own to secure and to fortify; their mission is to destroy 
all previous securities for, and insurances of, individual property. 

All previous historical movements were movements of minorities, or in 
the interest of minorities. The proletarian movement is the self-conscious, in- 
dependent movement of the immense majority, in the interest of the im- 
mense majority. The proletariat, the lowest stratum of our present society, 
cannot stir, cannot raise itself up, without the whole superincumbent strata 
of official society being sprung into the air. 

Though not in substance, yet in fo<m, the struggle of the proletariat 
with the bourgeoisie is at first a national struggle. The proletariat of each 
country must, of course, first of all settle matters with its own bourgeoisie. 

In depicting the most general phases of the development of the proletariat, 
we traced the more or less veiled r’vil war, raging within existing society, 
up to the point where that war breaks out into open revolution, and where 
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the violent overthrow o£ the bourgeoisie lays the foundation for the sway 

of the proletariat. • i * 

Hitherto, every form of society has been based, as we have already seen, on 
the antagonism of oppressing and oppressed classes. But in order to oppress 
a class, certain conditions must be assured to it under which can, at least, 
continue its slavish existence. The serf, in the period of serfdorn, raised 
himself to membership in the commune, just as the petty bourgeois, under 
the yoke of feudal absolutism, managed to develop into a bourgeois. The 
modern labourer, on the contrary, instead of rising with the progress of in- 
dustry, sinks deeper and deeper below the conditions of existence of his own 
class. He becomes a pauper, and pauperism develops more rapidly than popu- 
lation and wealth. And here it becomes evident that the bourgeoisie is unfit 
any longer to be the ruling class in society and to impose its conditions of 
existence upon society as an over-riding law. It is unfit to rule because it is 
incompetent to assure an existence to its slave within his slavery, because it 
cannot help letting him sink into such a state, that it has to feed him, instead 
of being fed by him. Society can no longer live under this bourgeoisie; in 
other words, its existence is no longer compatible with society. 

I’he essential condition for the existence and for the sway of the bourgeois 
class is the formation and augmentation of capital; the condition for capital 
is wage-labour. Wage-labour rests exclusively on competition between the 
labourers. The advance of industry, whose involuntary promoter is the bour- 
geoisie, replaces the isolation of the labourers, due to competition, by their 
revolutionary combination, due to association. The development of modern 
industry, therefore, cuts from under its feet the very foundation on which 
the bourgeoisie produces and appropriates products. What the bourgeoisie 
therefore produces, above all, are its own grave-diggers. Its fall and the vic- 
tory of the proletariat arc equally inevitable. 

I'he Q)mmunists everywhere support every revolutionary movement 
against the existing social and political order of things. 

In all these movements they bring to the front, as the leading question in 
each, the property question, no matter what its degree of development at 
the time. 

Finally, they labour everywhere for the union and agreement of the demo- 
cratic parties of all countries. 

The Communists disdain to conceal their views and aims. They openly 
declare that their ends can be attained only by the forcible overthrow of all 
existing social conditions. Let the ruling classes tremble at a Communist rev- 
olution. The proletarians have nothing to lose but their chains. They have 
a world to win. 

Working men of all countries, unitcl 
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FRIEDRICH ENGELS 


4. Economic and Noneconomic Forces in History* 


According to the materialist conception of history the determining element 
in history is ultimately the production and reproduction in real life. More 
than this neither Marx nor I have ever asserted. If therefore somebody twists 
this into the statement that the economic element is the only determining one, 
he transforms it into a meaningless, abstract and absurd phrase. The eco- 
nomic situation is the basis, but the various elements of the superstructure 
— political forms of the class struggle and its consequences, constitutions 
established by the victorious class after a successful battle, etc. — forms of law 
— and then even the reflexes of all these actual struggles in the brains of the 
combatants: political, legal, philosophical theories, religious ideas and their 
further development into systems of dogma— also exercise their influence 
upon the course of the historical struggles and in many cases preponderate 
in determining their form. There is an interaction of all these elements, in 
which, amid all the endless host of accidents (i.c., of things and events whose 
inner connection is so remote or so impossible to prove that we regard it as 
absent and can neglect it), the economic movement finally asserts itself as 
necessary. Otherwise the application of the theory to any period of history 
one chose would be easier than the solution of a simple equation of the first 
degree. 

We make our own history, but in the first place under very definite pre- 
suppositions and conditions. Among these the economic ones arc finally de- 
cisive. But the political, etc., ones, and indeed even the traditions which 
haunt human minds, also play a part, although not the decisive one. The 
Prussian State arose and developed from historical, ultimately from economic 
causes. But it could scarcely be maintained without pedantry that among 
the many small states of North Germany, Brandenburg was specifically 
determined by economic necessity to become the great power embodying 
the economic, linguistic and, after the Reformation, also the religious differ- 
ences between north and south, and not by other elements as well (above all 
by its entanglement with Poland, owing to the possession of Prussia, and 
hence with international, political relations — which were indeed also decisive 
in the formation of the Austrian dynastic power). Without making oneself 

•From a letter to Joseph Bloch (Septembe- 21, 1890; reprinted in Karl Marx and Friedrich 
Engels, Correspondence, International Publishers, 1934) • ®y permiswon. 
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ridiculous it would be difficult to succeed in explaining in terms of economics 
the existence of every small state in Germany, past and present, or the origin 
of the High Cicrman consonant mutations, which the geographical wall 
of partition formed by the mountains from the Sudetic range to the Taunus 
extended to a regular division throughout Germany. 

In the second place, however, history makes itself in such a way that the 
final result always arises from conflicts between many individual wills, of 
which each again has been made what it is by a host of particular conditions 
of life. Thus there arc innumerable intersecting forces, an infinite scries of 
parallek)grams of forces which give rise to one resultant — the historical 
event. This again may itself be viewed as the product of a power which, taken 
as a whole, works unconsciously and without volition. For what each indi- 
vidu<d wills is obstructed by everyone else, and what emerges is something 
that no one willed. Thus past history proceeds in the manner of a natural 
process and is also essentially subject to the same laws of movement. But 
fiom the fact that individual wills — of which each desires what he is 
impelled to by his physical constitution and external, in the last resort eco- 
nomic, circumstances (cither his own pcr.sonal circumstances or those of so- 
ciety in general) — do not attain wh.il they want, but are merged into a collec- 
tive mean, a common resultant, it must not be concluded that their value 
™ o. On the contrary, each contributes to the resultant and is to this degree 
involved in it. 

I would ask you to study this theory further from its original sources and 
not at second-hand, it is really much easier. Marx hardly wrote anything in 
which it did not play a part. But especially The Eighteenth Brumaire of 
Louis Bonaparte is a most excellent example of its application. There arc also 
many allusions in Capital. Then I may also direct you to my writings: Hert 
E. Duhrings Revolution in Science and Ludwig Feuerbach and the Exit oj 
Classical German Philosophy, in which I have given the most detailed ac- 
count of historical materialism which, so far as 1 know, exists. 

Marx and I arc ourselves partly to blame for the fact that younger writers 
.sometimes lay more stress on the economic side than is due to it. We had to 
emphasise this main principle in opposition to our adversaries, who denied 
it, and we had not always the time, the place or the opportunity to allow 
the other elements involved in the interaction to come into their rights. But 
when it was a case of presenting a section of history, that is, of a practical 
application, the thing was different and there no error was possible. Un- 
fortunately, howevct, it happens only too often that people think they have 
fully understood a theory and can apply it without more ado from the mo- 
ment they have mastered its main principles, and those even not always cor- 
rectly. And 1 cannot exempt many of the more recent “‘Marxists” from this 
reproach, for the most wonderful rubbish has been produced from this quar- 
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V. I. LENIN 


5. The Withering Away of the State* 


The transition from capitalist society — which is developing towards com- 
munism — to a communist society is impossible without a “political transi- 
tion period,” and the state in this period can only be the revolutionary dic- 
tatorship of the proletariat. 

What, then, is the relation of this dictatorship to democracy? 

We have seen that The Communist Manifesto simply places the two ideas 
side by side: “to raise the proletariat to the position of the ruling class” and 
“to win the battle of democracy.” On the basis of all that has been said above, 
it is possible to determine more precisely how democracy changes in the 
transition from capitalism to communism. 

In capitalist society, under the conditions most favourable to its develop- 
ment, we have more or less complete democracy in the, democratic republic. 
But this democracy is always restricted by the narrow framework of capitalist 
exploitation, and consequently always remains, in reality, a democracy for 
the minority, only for the possessing classes, only for the rich. Freedom in 
capitalist society always remains about the same as it was in the ancient Greek 
republics: freedom for the slave-owners. Owing to the conditions of capitalist 
exploitation the modern wage-slaves are also so crushed by want and poverty 
that “they cannot be bothered with democracy,” “they cannot be bothered 
with politics”; in the ordinary peaceful course of events the majority of the 
population is debarred from participating in social and political life. 

The correctness of this statement is perhaps most clearly proved by Ger- 
many, precisely because in that country constitutional legality lasted and re- 
mained stable for a remarkably long time — for nearly half a century (1871- 
1914) — and because during this period Social-Democracy was able to achieve 
far more in Germany than in other countries in the way of “utilising legal- 
ity,” and was able to organize a larger proportion of the working class into a 
political party than anywhere else in the world. 

What is this largest proportion of politically conscious and active wage- 
slaves that has so far been observed in capitalist society ? One million mem- 
bers of the Social-Democratic Party — out of fifteen million wage-workers! 
Three million organised in trade unions — out of fifteen million! ' 

• From V. I. Lenin, Suue and Revolution (1917; in Lenin, Selected Worlds, VII, International 
Publishers, 1937). By permission. 

* According to the figures for 1917. 
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Democracy for an insignificant minority, democracy for the rich — that is 
the democracy of capitalist society. If we look more closely into the mccha^ 
nism of capitalist democracy, everywhere, in the “petty” — so-called petty — 
details of the suffrage (residential qualification, exclusion of women, etc.), 
and in the technique of the representative institutions, in the actual obstacles 
to the right of assembly (public buildings are not for “beggars”!), in the 
purely capitalist organisation of the daily press, etc., etc. — on all sides we see 
restriction after restriction upon democracy. These restrictions, exceptions, 
exclusions, obstacles for the poor, seem slight, especially in the eyes of one 
who has never known want himself and has never been in close contact with 
the oppressed classes in their mass life (and nine-tenths, if not ninety-nine 
hundredths, of the bourgeois publicists and politicians are of this category); 
but in their sum total these restrictions exclude and squeeze out the poor 
from politics, from taking an active part in democracy. 

Marx grasped this essence of capitalist democracy splendidly, when, in 
analysing the experience of the Commune, he said that the oppressed were 
allowed, once every few years, to decide which particular representatives of 
the oppressing class should misrepresent them in parliament! 

But from this capitalist democracy — inevitably narrow, tacitly repelling the 
poor, and therefore hypocritical and false to the core — development does 
not proceed simply, smoothly and directly to “greater and greater democ- 
racy,” as the liberal professors and petty-bourgeois opportunists would 
have us believe. No, development — towards communism — proceeds through 
the dictatorship of the proletariat; it cannot do otherwise, for the resistance 
of the capitalist exploiters cannot be brol^en by anyone else or in any other 
way. 

But the dictatorship of the proletariat, i.e., the organization of the vanguard 
of the oppressed as the ruling class for the purpose of crushing the oppressors, 
cannot result merely in an expansion of democracy. Simultaneously with an 
immense expansion of democracy which for the first time becomes democ- 
racy for the p(K)r, democracy for the people, and not democracy for the rich, 
the dictatorship of the proletariat imposes a series of restrictions on the free- 
dom of the oppressors, the exploiters, the capitalists. We must crush them in 
order to free humanity from wage-slavery; their resistance must be broken 
by force; it is clear that where there is suppression there is also violence, there 
is no freedom, no democracy. 

Engels expressed this splendidly in his letter to Bebel when he said, as the 
reader will remember, that 

so long as the proletariat still uses the state it docs not use it in the interests 

of freedom but in order to hold down its adversaries, and as soon as it 

becomes possible to speak of freedom the state as such ceases to exist. 
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Democracy for the vast majority of the people, and suppression by force, 
exclusion from democracy, of the exploiters and oppressors of the people 
— this is the change democracy undergoes during the transition from capital* 
ism to communism. 

Only in communist society, when the resistance of the capitalists has been 
completely broken, when the capitalists have disappeared, when there are no 
classes (i.e., when there is no difference between the members of society as 
regards their relation to the social means of production), only then does “the 
state . . . cease to exist,” and it ‘'becomes possible to speaf(^ of freedom." 
Only then will really complete democracy, democracy without any excep- 
tions, be possible and be realised. And only then will democracy itself begin 
to wither away owing to the simple fact that, freed from capitalist slavery, 
from the untold horrors, savagery, absurdities and infamies of capitalist 
exploitation, people will gradually become accustomed to observing the ele- 
mentary rules of social life that have been known for centuries and repeated 
for thousands of years in all copy-book maxims; they will become accus- 
tomed to observing them without force, without compulsion, without 
subordination, without the special apparatus for compulsion which is called 
the state. 

The expression “the state withers away" is very well chosen, for it indi- 
cates both the gradual and the spontaneous nature of the process. Only 
habit can, and undoubtedly will, have such an effect; for we see around us 
millions of times how readily people become accustomed to observing the 
necessary rules of social life if there is no exploitation, if there is nothing 
that causes indignation, that calls forth protest and revolt and has to be sup- 
pressed. 

Thus, in capitalist society we have a democracy that is curtailed, wretched, 
false; a democracy only for the rich, for the minority. The dictatorship of the 
proletariat, the period of transition to communism, will, for the first time, 
create democracy for the people, for the majority, in addition to the neces- 
sary suppression of the minority — the exploiters. Communism alone is 
capable of giving really complete democracy, and the more complete it is the 
more quickly will it become unnecessary and wither away of itself. 

In other words: under capitalism we have a state in the proper sense of 
the word, that is, a special machine for the suppression of one class by an- 
other, and of the majority by the minority at that. Naturally, the successful 
discharge of such a task as the systematic suppression of the exploited ma- 
jority by the exploiting minority calls for the greatest ferocity and savagery 
in the work of suppression, it calls for seas of blood through which man- 
kind has to wade in slavery, serfdom and wage-labour. 

Furthermore, during the transition from capitalism to communism, sup- 
pression is still necessary; but it is the suppression of the exploiting minority 
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by the exploited majority. A special apparatus, a special machine for sup- 
pression, the “state,” is still necessary, but this is now a transitory state; it 
is no longer a state in the proper sense; for the suppression of the minority 
of exploiters by the majority of the wage-slaves of yesterday is comparatively 
so easy, simple and natural a task that it will entail far less bloodshed than 
the suppression of the risings of slaves, serfs or wage-labourers, and it will 
cost mankind far less. This is compatible with the diffusion of democracy 
among such an overwhelming majority of the population that the need for 
a special machine of suppression will begin to disappear. The exploiters 
arc, naturally, unable to suppress the people without a very complex machine 
for performing this task; but the people can suppress the exploiters with a 
very simple “machine,” almost without a “machine,” without a special 
apparatus, by the simple organisation of the armed masses (such as the So- 
viets of Workers’ and Soldiers’ Deputies, we may remark, running ahead a 
little). 

Finally, only communism makes the state absolutely unnecessary, for there 
is no one to be suppressed — “no one” in the sense of a class, in the sense of a 
systematic struggle against a definite section of the population. We are not 
Utopians, and we do not in the least deny the possibility and inevitability of 
excesses on the part of individual persons, or the need to suppress such ex- 
cesses. Hut, in the first place, no special machine, no special apparatus of re- 
pression is needed for this: this will be done by the armed people itself, as 
simj)Iy and .is readily as any crowd of civilised people, even in modern society, 
parts twf) people who are fighting, or interferes to prevent a woman from 
being assaulted. And, secondly, we know that the fundamental social cause 
r)f excesses, which consist in violating the rules of social life, is the exploitation 
of the masses, their want and their poverty. With the removal of this chiel 
cause, excesses will inevitably begin to "wither away." We do not know how 
quickly and in what order, but we know that they will wither away. With 
their withering away, the state will also wither away. 

Without dropping into utopias, Marx defined more fully what can be de 
fined now regarding this future, namely the difference bewcen the lower and 
higher phases (degrees, stages) of communist society. 

THE FIRST PHASE OF COMMUNIST SOCIETY 

In the Critiijue of the Gotha Programme, Marx goes into some detail to 
disprove Lassalle’s idea that under socialism the worker will receive the “un- 
diminished” t)r “whole proceeds of his labour.” Marx shows that from the 
whole of the social labour of society it is necessary to deduct a reserve fund, 
a fund (or the expansion of production, for the replacement of “worn-out” 
machinery, and so on; then, also, from the means of consumption must 
be deducted a fund for the expenses of management, for schools, hospitals, 
homes for the aged, and so on. 
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Instead of Lassalle’s hazy, obscure, general phrase — “the whole proceeds 
of his labour to the worker” — ^Marx makes a sober estimate of exactly how 
socialist society will have to manage its affairs. Marx proceeds to make a con- 
Crete analysis of the conditions of life of a society in which there is no 
capitalism, and says: 

What we have to deal with here (in analysing the programme of the 
Party) is a communist society not as it has developed on its own founda- 
tions, but on the contrary as it emerges from capitalist society; which is 
thus in every respect economically, morally and intellectually still stamped 
with the birth marks of the old society from whose womb it emerges. ® 

And it is this communist society — 2 society which has just come into the 
world out of the womb of capitalism and which, in every respect, bears the 
birth marks of the old society— that Marx terms the “first,” or lower, phase 
of communist society. 

The means of production are no longer the private property of individuals. 
The means of production belong to the whole of society. Every member of 
society, performing a certain part of socially-nccessary labour, receives a 
certificate from society to the effect that he has done such and such an amount 
of work. According to this certificate, he receives from the public warehouses, 
where articles of consumption arc stored, a corresponding quantity of prod- 
ucts. Deducting that proportion of labour which goes to the public fund, 
every worker, therefore, receives from society as much as he has given it. 
“Equal right” seems to reign supreme. 

But when Lassalle, having such a social order in view (generally called 
socialism, but termed by Marx the first phase of communism), speaks of this 
as “equitable distribution,” and says that this is “the equal right” of “all 
members of society” to “equal proceeds of labour,” he is mistaken, and Marx 
exposes his error. 

“Equal right,” says Marx, we indeed have here; but it is still a “bourgeois 
right,” which, like every right, presupposes inequality. Every right is an ap- 
plication of the same measure to different people who, in fact, arc not the 
same and are not equal to one another; that is why “equal right” is really a 
violation of equality and an injustice. As a matter of fact, every man having 
performed as much social labour as another receives an equal share of the 
social product (less the above-mentioned deductions). 

But people are not alike; one is strong, another is weak; one is married, 
another is not; one has more children, another has less, and so on. And the 
conclusion Marx draws is; 

. . . with an equal output and hence an equal share in the social consump- 
tion fund, one will in fact receive more than another, one will be richer 
* Critique of the Gotha Programme. 
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than another and so on. To avoid all these defects, right, instead of being 
equal, would have to be unequal.* 

Hence, the first phase of communism cannot produce justice and equality; 
differences, and unjust differences, in wealth will still exist, but the exploita- 
tion of man by man will have become impossible, because it will be impossi- 
ble to seize the means of production, the factories, machines, land, etc., as 
private property. In smashing Lassalle's petty-bourgeois, confused phrases 
about “equality” and “justice” in general, Marx shows the course of develop- 
ment of communist society, which, at first, is compelled to abolish only the 
“injustice” of the means of production having been seized by private indi- 
viduals and which cannot at once abolish the other injustice of the distribu- 
tion of articles of consumption “according to the amount of work per- 
formed” (and not according to needs). 

The vulgar economists, including the bourgeois professors and also “our” 
Tugan-lkranovsky, constantly reproach the Socialists with forgetting the in- 
equality of people and with “dreaming” of abolishing this inequality. Such 
a reproach, as we see, only proves the extreme ignorance of Messieurs the 
bourgeois ideologists. 

Marx not only scrupulously takes into account the inevitable inequality of 
men; he also takes into account the fact that the mere conversion of the 
means of production into the common property of the whole of society (gen- 
erally called "socialism”) does not remove the defects of distribution and the 
inequality of “bourgeois right” which continue to prevail as long as the prod- 
ucts arc divided “according to the amount of work performed.” Continu- 
ing, Marx says: 

But these defects arc inevitable in the first phase of communist society 
as it is when it has just emerged after prolonged birthpangs from capital- 
ist society. Right can never be higher than the economic structure of society 
and the cultural development thereby determined.* 

And so, in tlie first phase of communist society (generally called social- 
ism) "bourgeois right” is not abolished in its entirety, but only in part, only 
in proportion to the economic transformation so far attained, i.c., only in 
respect of the means of production. “Bourgeois right” recognises them as the 
private property of separate individuals. Socialism converts them into com- 
mon property. To that extent, and to that extent alone, “bourgeois right” dis- 
appears. 

However, it continues to exist so far as its other part is concerned; it re- 
mains in the capacity of regulator (determining factor) in the distribution 
of products and allotment of labour among the members of society. The so- 
cialist principle: “He who docs not work, neither shall he eat,” is already 
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realised; the other socialist principle: “An equal amount of labour for an 
equal quantity of products,” is also already realised. But this is not yet com- 
munism, and it does not abolish “bourgeois right,” which gives to unequal 
individuals, in return for an unequal (actually unequal) amount of work, 
an equal quantity of products. 

This is a “defect,” says Marx, but it is unavoidable in the first pha.se of 
communism; for if we are not to fall into utopianism, wc cannot imagine 
that, having overthrown capitalism, people will at once learn to work for 
society without any standard of right; indeed, the abolition of capitalism 
does not immediately create the economic prerecjuisiies for such a change. 

And there is as yet no other standard than that of “bourgeois right.” To 
this extent, therefore, there is still need for a state, which, while safeguarding 
the public ownership of the means of production, would safeguard the 
equality of labour and equality in the distribution of products. 

The state withers away in so far as there are no longer' any capitalists, any 
classes, and consequently, no class can be suppressed. 

But the state has not yet completely withered away, since there still re- 
mains the protection of “bourgeois right” which sanctifies actual inequality. 
For the complete withering away of the state, complete communism is neces- 
sary. 


THE HIGHER PHASE OF COMMUNIST SOCIETY 
Marx continues; 

In a higher phase of communist society after the enslaving subordina- 
tion of individuals under division of labour, and therewith also the an- 
tithesis between mental and physical lalx^ur, has vanished; after labour has 
become not merely a means to live but has become itself the primary neces- 
sity of life; after the productive forces have also increased with the all- 
round development of the individual, and all the springs of co-operative 
wealth flow more abundantly — only then can the narrow horizon of bour- 
geois right be fully left behind and society inscribe on its banners: from 
each according to his ability, to each according to his needs! 

Only now can we appreciate to the full the correctness of Engels’ remarks 
in which he mercilessly ridiculed the absurdity of combining the words “free- 
dom” and “state.” While the state exists there is no freedom. When freedom 
exists, there will no state. 

The economic basis for the complete withering away of the state is the high 
stage of development of communism in which the antithesis between mental 
and physical labour disappears, that is to say, when one of the principal 
sources of modern social inequality — a source, moreover, which cannot be 
removed immediately by the mere conversion of the means of production 
into public property, by the mere expropriation of the capitalists — disappears. 
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I'his expropriation will facilitate the enormous development of the pro« 
ductive forces. And seeing how capitalism is already retarding this develop- 
ment to an incredible degree, seeing how much progress could be achieved 
even on the basis of the present level of modern technique, we have a right 
to say with the fullest cf)nfidence that the expropriation of the capitalists will 
inevitably result in the enormous development of the productive forces of 
human society. Hut hr)w rapidly this development will proceed, how soon it 
will reach the point of breaking away from the division of labour, of re- 
moving the antithesis between mental and physical labour, of transforming 
work into the “primary necessity of life” — we do not and cannot know. 

That is why we have a right to speak only of the inevitable withering away 
of the state; we must emphasise the protracted nature of this process and its 
dependence upon the rapidity of development of the higher phase of com- 
munism; and wc leave the question of length of time, or the concrete forms 
of the withering away, quite open, because no material is available to enable 
us to answer these questions. 

The state will be able to wither away completely when society can apply 
the rule: “From each according to his ability, to each according to his needs,” 
i.e., when pcftplc have become so accustomed to observing the fundamental 
rules of social life and when their labour is so productive that they will volun- 
tarily work according to their ability. “The narrow horizon of bourgeois 
right,” which compels one to calculate with the shrewdness of a Shylock 
whether he has not worked half an hour more than another, whether he is 
not getting less pay than another — this narrow horizon will then be left be- 
hind. There will then be no need for society to make an exact calculation of 
the quantity of products to be distributed to each of its members; each wil' 
take freely “according to his needs.” 

From the bourgeois point r)f view, it is easy to declare such a social order to 
be “a pure utopia,” and to sneer at the Socialists for promising everyone the 
right to receive from society, without any control of the labour of the individ- 
ual citizen, any quantity of truffles, automobiles, pianos, etc. Even now, 
most bourgeois “savants” make shift with such sneers, thereby displaying at 
once their ignorance and their selfish defence of capitalism. 

Igiujrance — for it has never entered the head of any Socialist to “promise” 
that the higher phase of communism will arrive; and the great Socialists, in 
foreseeing its arrival, presupposed both a productivity of labour unlike the 
present and a person unlihje the present man in the street who, like the semi- 
nary students in Pomyalovsky’s story,* is capable of damaging the stores of 
social wealth “just for fun,” and of demanding the impossible. 

Until the “higher” phase of communism arrives, the Socialists demand the 
strictest control, by society and by the state, of the amount of labour and the 
amount of consumption; but this control must start with the expropriation 

'Pomyalovsky’s SemtHtuy S^euhes, depicting the life of the students in an ecclesiastical 
seminary, of which drunkenness, rioting and filthy pranks were typical. 
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of the capitalists, with the establishment of workers’ control over the capital- 
ists, and must be carried out, not by a state of bureaucrats, but by a state of 
armed workers. 

The selfish defence of capitalism by the bourgeois ideologists (and their 
hangers^^n, like Messrs. Tseretelli, Chernov and Co.) lies in their substitut- 
ing controversies and discussions about the distant future for the essential 
imperative questions of present-day policy, viz., the expropriation of the capi- 
talists, the conversion of all citizens into workers and employees of one huge 
“syndicate” — the whole state — ^and the complete subordination of the whole 
of the work of this syndicate to the really democratic state of the Soviets of 
Workers’ and Soldiers* Deputies. 

In reality, when a learned professor, and following him some philistine, 
and following the latter Messrs. Tseretelli and Chernov, talk of the unrea- 
sonable utopias, of the demagogic promises of the Bolsheviks, of the impossi- 
bility of “introducing” socialism, it is the higher stage or phase of communism 
which they have in mind, and which no one has ever promised, or has even 
thought of “introducing,” because, generally speaking, it cannot be “intro- 
duced.” 

And this brings us to the question of the scientific difference between so- 
cialism and communism which Engels touched on in his above-quoted argu- 
ment about the incorrectness of the name “social-Democrat.” The political 
difference between the first, or lower, and the higher phase of communism 
will in time, no doubt, be tremendous; but it would be ridiculous to take cog- 
nisance of this difference now, under capitalism; only some isolated anarchist, 
perhaps, could invest it with primary importance (if there are still any peo- 
ple among the anarchists who have learned nothing from the “Plekhanovist” 
conversion of the Kropotkins, the Graveses, the Cornelisens and other “lead- 
ing lights” of anarchism into social-chauvinists or “anarchotrenchists,” as 
Gay, one of the few anarchists who has still preserved a sense of honour and 
a conscience, has expressed it) . 

But the scientific difference between socialism and communism is clear. 
What is generally called socialism was termed by Marx the “first” or lower 
phase of communist society. In so far as the means of production become 
common property, the word “communism” is also applicable here, providing 
we do not forget that it is not complete communism. The great significance 
of Marx’s explanations lies in that here, too, he consistently applies materialist 
dialectics, the theory of development, and regards communism as something 
which develops out of capitalism. Instead of scholastically invented, “con- 
cocted” definitions and fruitless disputes about words (what is socialism? 
what is communism?), Marx gives an analysis of what may be called stages 
in the economic ripeness of communism. 

In its first phase, or first stage, communism cannot as yet be economically 
ripe and entirely free from all the traditions and all traces of capitalism. 
Hence the interesting phenomenon that communism in its first phase retains 
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“the narrow horizon of bourgeois right.” Of course, bourgeois right in re- 
gard to distribution of articles of consumption inevitably presupposes the 
existence of the bourgeois state, for right is nothing without an apparatus 
capable of enforcing the observance of the standards of right. 

(Consequently, for a certain time not only bourgeois right, but even the 
bourgeois state remains under communism, without the bourgeoisie! 

This may sound like a paradox or simply a dialectical puzzle which Marx- 
ism is often accused of inventing by people who would not take the slightest 
trouble to study its extraordinarily profound content. 

As a matter of fact, however, the remnants of the old surviving in the new 
confront us in life at every step, in nature as well as in society. Marx did not 
smuggle a scrap of “bourgeois” right into communism of his own accord; 
he indicated what is economically and politically inevitable in the society 
which is emerging from the u/omb of capitalism. 

Democracy is of great importance for the working class in its struggle for 
freedom against the capitalists. But democracy is by no means a boundary 
that must not be overstepped; it is only one of the stages in the process of de- 
velopment from feudalism to capitalism, and from capitalism to commu- 
nism. 

Democr.icy means c<]ualiiy. I’hc great signihcance of the proletariat’s 
struggle for ecpiality and the signihcance of equality as a slogan will be clear 
if we correctly interpret it as meaning the abolition of classes. But democracy 
means only formal equality. As soon as equality is obtained for all members 
of society in relation to the ownership of the means of production, that is, 
cijuality of labour and ecjualiiy of wages, humanity will inevitably be con- 
fronted with the ijucstion of going beyond formal equality to real equality, 
i.c., to applying the rule, "from each according to his ability, to each accord- 
ing to his needs,” By what stages, by what practical measures humanity will 
prtKcctl to his higher aim — we dr) not and cannot know. But it is important 
to realise brtw mlinitch mendacious is the ordinary lw)urgcois conception of 
socialism as something lifeless, petrified, iixed once for all, whereas in reality 
only uiuler socialism will a rapid, genuine, really mass movement, embracing 
first the majority and then the whole of the jxipulation, commence in all 
spheres of social and individual life. 

Democracy is a form of state, one of its varieties. Consequently, like every 
state, it, on the one hand, represents the organised, .systematic application of 
force against persons; but, on the other hantl, it signifies the formal recogni- 
tion of the equality of all citizens, the equal right of all to determine the struc- 
ture aiul .ulministration of the state. This, n turn, is connected with the fact 
that, at a tertain stage in the development of democracy, it first rallies the 
proletariat as a revolutionary class against capitalism, and gives it the oppor- 
tunity to crush, to smash to atoms, to wipe off the face of the earth the bour- 
geois, even the republican bourgeois, state machine, the standing army, the 
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police and bureaucracy; to substitute for all this a more democratic, but still a 
state machine in the shape of the armed masses of workers who become 
transformed into a universal people's militia. 

Here “quantity is transformed into quality”: such a degree of democracy 
is connected with overstepping the ‘boundaries of bourgeois society, with the 
beginning of its socialist reconstruction. If, indeed, all take part in the admin- 
istration of the state, capitalism cannot retain its hold. The development of 
capitalism, in turn, itself creates the prerequisites that enable indeed “all” to 
take part in the administration of the state. Some of these prerequisites are: 
universal literacy, already achieved in most of the advanced capitalist coun- 
tries, then the “training and disciplining” of millions of workers by the huge, 
complex and socialised apparatus of the post-office, the railways, the big fac- 
tories, large-scale commerce, banking, etc., etc. 

With such economic prerequisites it is quite possible, immediately, over- 
night, after the overthrow of the capitalists and bureaucrats, to supersede 
them in the control of production and distribution, in the work of keeping 
account of labour and its products by the armed workers, by the whole of the 
armed population. (The question of control and accounting must not be 
confused with the question of the scientifically educated staff of engineers, 
agronomists and so on. These gentlemen are working today and obey the 
capitalists; they will work even better tomorrow and obey the armed work- 
ers.) 

Accounting and control — these are the principal things that are necessary 
for the “setting up” and correct functioning of the first phase of communist 
society. All citizens are transformed into the salaried employees of the state, 
which consists of the armed workers. All citizens become employees and 
workers of a single national stale “syndicate.” All that is required is that they 
should work equally — do their proper share of work — and get paid equally. 
The accounting and control necessary for this have been so utterly simplified 
by capitalism that they have become the extraordinarily simple operations 
of checking, recording and issuing receipts, which anyone who can read and 
write and who knows the first four rules of arithmetic can perform."^ 

When the majority of the people themselves begin everywhere to keep such 
accounts and maintain such control over the capitalists (now converted into 
employees) and over the intellectual gentry, who preserve their capitalist 
habits, this control will really become universal, general, national; and there 
will be no way of getting away from it, there will be “nowhere to go.” 

The whole of society will have become a single office and a single factory 
with equality of work and equality of pay. 

But this “factory” discipline, which the proletariat will extend to the whole 

*When most of the functions of the state are reduced to this accounting and contro' by the 
workers themselves, it ceases to be a “political state,” the "public functions will lose tbeir political 
character and be transformed into . . . simple administrative functions.” 
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of society after the defeat of the capitalists and the overthrow of the exploit- 
ers, is by no means our ideal, or our ultimate goal. It is but a necessary 
for the purpose of thoroughly purging society of all the hideousness and foul- 
ness of capitalist exploitation, and for the purpose of advancing further. 

From the moment all members of society, or even only the overwhelming 
majority, have learned to administer the state themselves, have taken this 
business into their own hands, have “set up” control over the insignificant 
minority of capitalists, over the gentry, who wish to preserve their capitalist 
habits, and over the workers who have been completely- demoralised by capi- 
talism — from this moment the need for government begins to disappear. The 
more complete democracy becomes, the nearer the moment approaches when 
it becomes unnecessary. The more democratic the “state” of the armed work- 
ers — which is “no- longer a state in the proper sense of the word” — becomes, 
the more rapidly docs the state begin to wither away. 

For when all have learned the art of administration, and will indeed inde- 
pendently administer social production, will independently keep accounts, 
control the idlers, the gentlefolk, the swindlers and similar “guardians of 
capitalist traditions,” the escape from this national accounting and control 
will inevitably become so increasingly difficult, such a rare exception, and 
will probably be accompanied by such swift and severe punishment (for the 
armed workers are practical men and not sentimental intellectuals, and they 
will scarcely allow anyone to trifle with them), that very soon the necessity 
of observing the simple, fundamental rules of human intercourse will become 
a habit. 

I'he door will then be wide open for the transition from the first phase of 
communist society to its higher phase, and with it to the complete withering 
away of the state. 


V. I. LENIN 


6. Call to Revolution* 


COMRADES 

I am writing these lines on the evening of November 6 [October 24]. The 
situaium is critical in the extreme. It is absolutely clear that to delay the in- 
surrection now will veritably be fatal. 

I exhort my comrades with all my heart and strength to realise that everv- 

• From V. I. Lenin, Selnted Worlds, VI (International Publishers, 1936). By permission. 
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thing now hangs on a thread; that we are being confronted problems that 
can be solved not by conferences or congresses (even Congresses of Soviets), 
but exclusively by the people, by the masses, by the struggle of the armed 
masses. 

The bourgeois onslaught of the Kornilovists and the removal of Ver- 
khovsky show that we must not wait. We must at all costs, this very evenirtg, 
this very night, arrest the government, first disarming (defeating, if they 
offer resistance) the Junipers and so forth. 

We must not wait! We may lose everything! 

The gain from the seizure of power immediately will be that the people 
(not the Congress, but the people, the army and the peasants in the first 
place) will be defended from the Kornilovist government, which has driven 
out Verkhovsky and has hatched a second Kornilov plot. 

Who must take power? 

At present that is not important. Let the Revolutionary Military Com- 
mittee take it, or “some other institution,” declaring that it will relinquish the 
power only to the true representatives of the interests of the people, the in- 
terests of the army (immediate proposals for peace), the interests of the 
peasants (the land to be taken immediately and private property abolished), 
the interests of the starving. 

All boroughs, all regiments, all forces must be mobilised immediately and 
must send their delegations to the Revolutionary Military Committee and to 
the Central (x)mmittee of the Bolsheviks with the insistent demand that 
under no circumstances shall the power be left in the hands of Kerensky 
and Co. until November 7 (October 25]; not under any circumstances: the 
matter must be decided unconditionally this very evening, or this very night. 

History will not forgive revolutionaries for procrastinating when they can 
be victorious today (will certainly be victorious today), while they risk losing 
much, in fact, everything, tomorrow. 

If we seize power today, we seize it not in opposition to the Soviets but on 
their behalf. 

The seizure of power is a matter of insurrection; its political purpose will 
be clear after the seizure. 

It would be a disaster, or a sheer formality, to await the wavering vote of 
November 7 [October 25]. The people have the right and the duty to decide 
such questions not by a vote, but by force; in critical moments of revolu- 
tion, the people have the right and the duty to give directions to their repre- 
sentatives, even their best representatives, and not to wait for them. 

This is proved by the history of all revolutions; and it would be an infinite 
crime on the part of the revolutionaries were they to let the moment pass, 
knowing that upon them depends the salvation of the revolution, the pro- 
posal of peace, the saving of Petrograd, salvation from famine, the transfer 
of the land to the peasants. 
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The government is wavering. It must be destroyed at all costs! 
To delay action will be fatal. 

November 6 [October 24], 1917. 


JOSEPH STALIN 


7. CommunUi Strategy and Tactica* 


P'rom this theme I take six questions: (i) strategy and tactics as the 
science of le.idcrshiji in the class struggle of the proletariat; (2) stages of 
the revolution, and strategy; (^) the flow and ebb of the movement, and 
tactics; (4) strategic leadership; (5) tactical leadership; (6) reformism and 
revolutionism. 

I. STRATEGY AND TACTICS AS THE SCIENCE OF LEADERSHIP 
IN rilE CLASS STRUGGLE OF THE PROLETARIAT 

1 he period of the domination of the Second International was mainly a 
period of the formation and training of the proletarian armies amidst condi- 
tions (if more or less peaceful development. This was the period when parlia- 
ment.uisni was the principal form of class struggle. Questions of great class 
conflicts, oi preparing the proletariat for revolutionary battles, of the ways 
and means of achieving the dictatorship of the proletariat, did not seem to be 
on the order of the day at that time. The task was confined to utili/ing all 
paths ol legal development for the purpose of lorming and training the 
proletarian armies, to utili/ing parliamentarism in conformity with the con- 
ditions under which tlic status of the proletariat was (and as it seemed then, 
h.ul to remain) that of an Opposition. It need hardly be proved that in such 
a period and with such a conception of the tasks of the proletariat there 
could be neither an integral strategy nor any elaborated tactics. There were- 
fragmeni.iry and detached ideas about tactics and strategy, but no tactics or 
strategy as sucii. 

T he mortal sin ot the Second International was not that it pursued the 
t.ictics of utili/ing the parliamentary forms of struggle, but that it overesti- 
mated the inqHirtance of these forms, that it considered them virtually the 
only forms; and that when the period of open revolutionary battles set in 

•From loscph Sulin, Foundations of leninism {192^-. cop\rijjht. b) Internatumal 

Publishers). B\ permission. 



TOTALITARIAN COMMUNISM 439 

and the question of extra-parliamentary forms of struggle rame to the fore 
the parties of the Second International turned their backs on these new tasks, 
refused to shoulder them. 

Only in the subsequent period, in ibe period of direct aciir»n by the prole- 
tariat, in the period of proletarian revolution, when the question of over- 
throwing the bourgeoisie became a question of immediate action; when the 
question of the reserves of the proletariat (strategy) became one of the most 
burning questions; when all forms of struggle and of organization, parlia- 
mentary and extra-parliamentary (tactics) had fully manifested themselves 
and became well-defined — only in this period could an integral strategy and 
elaborated tactics for the struggle of the proletariat be drawn up. It was 
precisely in that period that Lenin brought out into the light of day the 
brilliant ideas of Marx and Engels on tactics and strategy that had been im- 
mured by the opportunists of the Second International. But Lenin did not 
confine himself to restoring certain tactical propositions of Marx and Engels. 
He developed them further and supplemented them with new ideas and 
propositions, combining them all into a system of rules and guiding prin- 
ciples for the leadership of the class struggle of the proletariat. Lenin’s pam- 
phlet.s, such as What Is To Be Done?; Two Tactics; Imperialism; State and 
Revolution; The Proletarian Revolution and the Renegade Kautsl^y; ‘'Left- 
Wing” Communism, etc., will undoubtedly always be treasured as priceless 
contributions to the general store of Marxism, to its revolutionary arsenal. 
The strategy and tactics of Leninism constitute the science of leadership of 
the revolutionary struggle of the proletariat. 

II. STAGES OF THE REVOLUTION, AND STRATEGY 
Strategy is the determination of the direction of the main blow of the 
proletariat at a given stage of the revolution, the elaboration of a correspond- 
ing plan for the disposition of the revolutionary forces (the main and second- 
ary reserves), the fight to carry out this plan throughout the given stage of 
the revolution. 

Our revolution already passed through two stages, and after the October 
Revolution it has entered a third stage. Our strategy changed accordingly. 
First stage. 190^ to February 1917. Objective: to overthrow tsarism and 
completely wipe out the survivals of mediaevalism. The main force of the 
revolution: the proletariat. Immediate reserve.s; the peasantry. Direction of 
the main blow: the isolation of the liberal-monarchist bourgeoisie, which 
was striving to win over the peasantry and liquidate the revolution by com- 
promising with tsarism. Plan for the disposition of forces: alliance of the 
working class with the pea.santry. 

The proletariat must carry to compleii(.'n the democratic revolution, by 
allying to itself the mass of the peasantry in order to crush by force the 
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resistance of the autocracy and to paralyse the instability of the bourgeoisie. 
(Lenin, Selected Worlds, Vol. Ill, p. no.) 

Second stage. March 1917 to October 1917. Objective: to overthrow im- 
perialism in Russia and to withdraw from the imperialist war. The main 
force of the revolution: the proletariat. Immediate reserves: the poor peas- 
antry. The proletariat of neighbouring countries as probable reserves. The 
protracted war and the crisis of imperialism as the favourable factor. Direc- 
tion of the main blow: isolation of the petty-bourgeois democrats 
(Mensheviks and Socialist-Revolutionaries), who were striving to win over 
the toiling masses of the peasantry and to terminate the revolution by corn- 
pro w/Viwg with imperialism. Plan for the disposition of forces: alliance of 
the proletariat with the poor peasantry. 

The proletariat must accomplish the socialist revolution by allying to 
itself the mass of the semi-proletarian elements of the population in order 
to crush by force the resistance of the bourgeoisie and to paralyse the in- 
stability of the peasantry and the petty bourgeoisie. {Ibid., p. in.) 

7 bird stage. C^ommenced after the October Revolution. Objective: to con- 
solidate the dictatorship of the proletariat in one country, using it as a base 
for the overthrow of imperialism in all countries. The revolution is spread- 
ing beyond the confines of one country; the period of world revolution has 
commenced. The main forces of the revolution: the dictatorship of the prole- 
tariate in one country, the revolutionary movement of the proletariat in all 
countries. Main reserves: the semi-proletarian and small-peasant masses in 
the developed countries, the liberation movement in the colonies and de- 
pendent countries. Direction of the main blow: isolation of the petty- 
bourgeois democrats, isolation of the parties of the Second International, 
which constitute the main support of the policy of compromise with im- 
perialism. Plan for the disposition of forces: alliance of the proletarian revo- 
lution with the liberation movement in the colonies and the dependent coun- 
tries. 

Strategy deals with the main forces of the revolution and their reserves. It 
changes with the passing of the revolution from one stage to another, but 
remains essentially unchanged throughout a given stage. 

III. THE FLOW AND EBB OF THE MOVEMENT, 

AND TACTICS 

Tactics are the determination of the line of conduct of the proletariat in 
the comparatively short period of the flow or ebb of the movement, of the rise 
or decline of the revolution, the fight to carry out this line by means of re- 
placing old forms of struggle and organization by new ones, old slogans by 
new ones, by combining these forms, etc. While the object of strategy is to 
win the war against tsarism, let us say, or against the bourgeoisie, to carry 
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the struggle against tsarism or against the bourgeoisie to its end, tactics con- 
cern themselves with less important objects, for they aim not at winning the 
war as a whole, but at winning a particular engagement, or a particular 
battle, at carrying through successfully a particular campaign or a particular 
action corresponding to the concrete circumstances in the given period of 
rise or decline of the revolution. Tactics arc a part of strategy, subordinate to 
it and serving it. 

Tactics change according to flow and ebb. While the strategic plan re- 
mained unchanged during the first stage of the revolution (1903 to February 
1917) tactics changed several times during that period. In the period from 
1903 to 1905 the Party pursued offensive tactics, for the tide of the revolution 
was rising, the movement was on the upgrade, and tactics had to proceed 
from this fact. Accordingly, the forms of struggle were revolutionary, corre- 
sponding to the requirements of the rising tide of the revolution. Local politi- 
cal strikes, political demonstrations, the general political strike, boycott of the 
Duma, insurrection, revolutionary fighting slogans — such were the succes- 
sive forms of the struggle during that period. These changes in the forms of 
struggle were accompanied by corresponding changes in the forms of organi- 
zation. Factory committees, revolutionary peasant committees, strike com- 
mittees, Soviets of workers’ deputies, a workers’ party operating more or less 
openly— such were the forms of organization during that period. 

In the period from 1907 to 1912 the -Party was compelled to resort to 
tactics of retreat; for we then experienced a decline in the revolutionary 
movement, the ebb of the revolution, and tactics necessarily had to take this 
fact into consideration. The forms of struggle, as well as the forms of organi- 
zation, changed accordingly : In.stead of boycott of the Duma there was partic- 
ipation in the Duma; instead of open, direct revolutionary action outside 
the Duma, there were parliamentary speeches and work in the Duma; in- 
stead of general political strikes, there were partial economic strikes, or sim- 
ply a lull in activities. Of course, the Party had to go underground during 
that period, while the revolutionary mass organizations were superseded by 
cultural, educational, cooperative, insurance and other legal organizations. 

The same must be said of the second and third stages of the revolution, 
during which tactics changed dozens of times, whereas the strategical plans 
remained unchanged. 

Tactics deal with the forms of struggle and the forms of organization of 
the proletariat, with their changes and combinations. During a given stage 
of the revolution tactics may change several times, depending on the flow and 
ebb, the rise and decline, of the revolution. 

IV. STRATEGIC LEADERSHIP 

The reserves of the revolution can be: 

Direct: (a) the peasantry and in general the intermediate strata of the 
population within the country; (b) the proletariat of the neighbouring coun- 
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tries; (c) the revolutionary movement in the colonies and dependent coun- 
tries; (d) the gains and achievements of the dictatorship of the proletariat- 
part of which the proletariat may give up temporarily, while retaining su- 
periority of forces, in order to buy off a powerful enemy and gain a respite; 
and 

Indirect: (a) the contradictions and conflicts among the nonproletarian 
classes within the country, which can be utilized by the proletariat to weaken 
the enemy and to strengthen its own reserves; (b) contradictions, conflicts 
and wars (the imperialist war, for instance) among the bourgeois states hos- 
tile to the proletarian state, which can be utilized by the proletariat in its 
offensive or in manoeuvring in the event of a forced retreat. 

Inhere is no need to speak at length about the reserves of the first category, 
as their significance is understood by everyone. As for the reserves of the 
second category, whose significance is not always clear, it must be said that 
sometimes they are of [irime importance for the progress of the revolution. 
One can hardly deny the enormous importance, for example, of the conflict 
between the |>eity-bourgcois democrats (Socialist-Revolutionaries) and the 
liberal-tnonarcltist bourgeoisie (the Constitutional-Democrats) during and 
after the first revolution, which undoubtedly played its part in freeing the 
peasantry from the influence of the bourgeoisie. Still less reason is there for 
denying the colossal importance of the fact that the principal groups of im- 
perialists were engaged in a deadly war during the period of the October 
Revolution, when the imperialists, engrossed in war among themselves, were 
unable to concentrate their forces against the young Soviet power, and the 
proletariat, for this very reason, was able to get down to the work of organiz- 
ing its forces and consolidating its power, and to prepare the rout of Kolchak 
and Denikin. It must be presumed that now, when the contradictions among 
the imperialist groups are becoming more and more profound, and when a 
new war among them is becoming inevitable, reserves of this description 
will assume ever greater importance for the proletariat. 

'flic task of strategic leadership is to make proper use of all these reserves 
for the achievement of the main object of the revolution at the given stage of 
its development. 

What does making proper use of reserves mean? 

It means fulfilling certain necessary conditions, of which the following 
must be regaide<l as the principal ones; 

hirst: the concentration of the main forces of the revolution at the enemy’s 
most vulnerable spot at the decisive moment, when the revolution has already 
become ripe, when the ofTcnsive is going full-steam ahead, when insurrection 
is knocking at the door, and when bringing the reserves up to the vanguard 
is the decisive condition of success. The Party’s strategy during the period 
from April to October 1917 well illustrates this manner of utilizing reserves. 
Undoubtedly, the enemy’s most vulnerable spot at that time was the war. 
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Undoubtedly, it was on this question, as the fundamental one, that the Party 
rallied the broadest masses of the population around the proletarian van- 
guard. The Party’s strategy during that period was, while training the van- 
guard for street action by means of manifestations and dcnonslrations, to 
bring the reserves up to the vanguard through the medium of the Soviets in 
the rear and the soldiers’ committees at the front. The outcome of the revolu- 
tion has shown that the reserves were properly utilized. 

Here is what Lenin, paraphrasing the well-known theses of Marx and 
Engels on insurrection, says about this condition of the strategic utilization 
of the forces of the revolution : 

Never play with insurrection, but when beginning it firmly realize that 
you must go to the end. You must concentrate a great superiority oj forces 
at the decisive point, at the decisive moment, otherwise the enemy, who 
has the advantage of better preparation and organization, will destroy the 
insurgents. Once the insurrection has begun, you must act with the greatest 
determination, and by all means, without fail, take the offensive. “The 
defensive is the death of every armed rising.” You must try to take the 
enemy by surprise and seize the moment when his forces are scattered. 
You must strive for daily successes, even if small (one might say hourly, 
if it is the case of one town), and at all co.sts retain "moral ascendancy." 
(Lenin, Collected Worlds, Vol. XXI, Russian edition, pp. 319-20.) 

Second: the selection of the moment for the decisive blow, of the moment 
for starting the insurrection, so timed as to coincide with the moment when 
the crisis has reached its climax, when it is fully apparent that the vanguard 
is prepared to fight to the end, the reserves are prepared to support the van- 
guard, and maximum consternation reigns in the ranks of the enemy. 

The decisive battle, says Lenin, may be deemed to have fully matured 
when “all the class forces hostile to us have become sulficiently entangled, 
are sulTiciently at loggerheads with each other, have sufficiently weakened 
themselves in a struggle which is beyond their strength”; when “all the 
vacillating, wavering, unstable, intermediate element — the petty bour- 
geoisie and the petty-bourgeois democrats as distinct from the bourgeoisie 
— have sufficiently exposed themselves before the people, have sufficiently 
disgraced themselves through their practical bankruptcy”; when “among 
the proletariat a mass .sentiment in favour of supporting the most deter- 
mined, supremely bold, revolutionary action against the bourgeoisie has 
arisen and begun vigorously to grow. Then, indeed, revolution is ripe; 
then, indeed, if we have correctly gr.uged all the conditions indicated above 
. . . and if we have chosen the moment rightly, our victory is assured. 
{Selected Worlds. Vol. X, pp. 137-38.) 
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The manner in which the October insurrection was carried out may be 
taken as a model of such strategy. 

Failure to observe this condition leads to a dangerous error called “loss of 
tempo,” when the Party lags behind the movement or runs far ahead of it, 
courting the danger of failure. An example of such “loss of tempo,” an ex- 
ample of how the moment of insurrection should not be chosen, may be 
seen in the attempt made by a section of our comrades to begin the insurrec- 
tion by arresting the Democratic Conference in August, 1917, when hesita- 
tion was still rife in the Soviets, when the front was still at the crossroads, 
when the reserves had not yet been brought up to the vanguard. 

Third: undeviating pursuit of the course adopted, no matter what diffi- 
culties and complications are encountered on the road towards the goal; this 
is necessary in order that the vanguard may not lose sight of the main goal 
of the struggle and that the masses may not stray from the road while march- 
ing towards that goal and striving to rally around the vanguard. Failure to 
observe this condition leads to a grave error, well known to sailors as “losing 
the course.” As an example of this “loss of course” we may mention the 
erroneous conduct of our Party when, immediately after the Democratic 
Conference, it adopted a resolution to participate in the Pre-parliament. For 
the moment the Party, as it were, forgot that the Pre-parliament was an 
attempt of the bourgeoisie to switch the country from the path of the Soviets 
to the path of bourgeois parliamentarism, that the Party’s participation in 
such a body might result in mixing up all the cards and confusing the 
workers and peasants, who were waging a revolutionary struggle under the 
slogan: “All power to the Soviets.” This mistake was rectified by the with- 
drawal of the Holsheviks from the Pre-parliament. 

Fourth: manoeuvring the reserves with a view to effecting a proper re- 
treat when the enemy is strong, when retreat is inevitable, when to accept 
battle forced upon us by the enemy is obviously disadvantageous, when, with 
the given alignment of forces, retreat becomes the only way to ward off a 
blow against the vanguard and to keep the reserves intact. 

“The revolutionary parties,” says Lenin, “must complete their education. 
They have learned to attack. Now they have to realize that this knowledge 
must be supplemented with the knowledge how to retreat properly. They 
have to realize — and the revolutionary class is taught to realize by its own 
bitter experience — that victory is impossible unless they have learned both 
how to attack and how to retreat properly.” {Selected Wor\s, Vol. X, pp. 
65.66.) 

The object of this strategy is to gain time, to demoralize the enemy, and to 
accumulate forces in order later to assume the offensive. 

The signing of the Brest-Litovsk Peace may be taken as a model of this 
strategy, for it enabled the Party to gain time, to take advantage of the con- 
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flicts in the camp of the imperialists, to demoralize the forces of the enemy, to 
retain the support of the peasantry, and to accumulate forces in preparation 
for the offensive against Kolchak and Denikin. 

“In concluding a separate peace,” said Lenin at that time, “we free our- 
selves as much as is possible at the present moment from both hostile im- 
perialist groups, we take advantage of their mutual enmity and warfare, 
which hamper concerted action on their part against us, and for a certain 
period have our hands free to advance and to consolidate the socialist revo- 
lution.” {Collected Worlds, Russian edition, Vol. XXII, p. 198.) 

“Now even the biggest fool,” said Lenin, three years after the Brest- 
Litovsk Peace, “can see that the ‘Brest Peace’ was a concession that 
strengthened us and broke up the forces of international imperialism.” 
{Selected Works, Vol. IX, p. 247.) 

Such are the principal conditions which ensure correct strategic leadership. 

V. TACTICAL LEADERSHIP 

Tactical leadership is a part of strategic leadership, subordinated to the 
tasks and the requirements of the latter. The task of tactical leadership is to 
master all forms of struggle and organization of the proletariat and to ensure 
that they are used properly so as to achieve, with the given alignment of 
forces, the maximum results necessary to prepare for strategic success. 

What does making proper use of the forms of struggle and organization 
of the proletariat mean? 

It means fulfilling certain necessary conditions, of which the following 
must be regarded as the principal ones: 

First: to put in the forefront precisely those forms of struggle and organi- 
zation which arc best suited to the conditions prevailing during the flow or 
ebb of the movement at a given moment, and which therefore can facilitate 
and ensure the bringing of the masses to the revolutionary positions, the 
bringing of the millions to the revolutionary front, and their disposition at 
the revolutionary front. 

The point here is not that the vanguard shall realize the impossibility of 
preserving the old order of things and the inevitability of its overthrow. The 
point is that the masses, the millions, shall understand this inevitability and 
display their readiness to support the vanguard. But the masses can under- 
stand this only from their own experience. The task is to enable the vast 
masses to realize from their own experience the inevitability of the over- 
throw of the old regime, to promote such methods of struggle and forms of 
organization as will make it easier for the masses to learn from experience to 
recognize the correctness of the revolutionary slogans. 

The vanguard would have become detached from the working class, and 
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u v,n„ c\as. NvouU Kive lost contact with the masses, if the Party had 
-/XXZc ,art,c,pate in the Duma, if it had not decided to 
concentrate its forces oil worfc ia clic Duma and to base the struggle on this 
worVi, in t)rt\er \<j maVe \i cas\e.t £ot ttvc itvaisses to realize from their own 
experience the futiYity of the Duma, the {a(siVj of the promises of the Coa- 
stitutional-Dcmocrats, the impossibility of compromise with tsarism, and the 
inevilabiliiy of an alliance between the peasantry and the working class. Had 
the masses not gained their experience during the period of the Duma, the 
exposure of the Oinsiitutional-Democrats and the hegemony of the pro- 
letariat would have been impossible. 

The danger of the “Otzovist” ’ tactics was that they threatened to detach 
the vanguard from the millions of its reserves, 

I'he Party would have become detached from the working class, and the 
working class would have lost its influence among the broad masses rif the 
peasants and soldiers, if the proletariat had followed the “Left” Communists, 
who called for insurrection in April 1917, when the Mensheviks and the 
wSocialist-RevoIutionancs had not yet exposed themselves as advocates of war 
and imperialism, when the masses had not yet learned from their own expe- 
rience to recognize the falsity of the speeches of the Mensheviks and the 
Socialist-Revolutionaries about peace, land and freedom. Had the masses not 
gained this experience during the Kerensky period, the Mensheviks and 
Socialist-Revolutionaries would not have been isolated and the dictatorship 
of the proletariat would have been impossible. Therefore, the tactics of 
“patiently explaining” the mistakes of the petty-bourgeois parties and of open 
struggle in the Soviets were the only correct tactics. 

The d.mgcr of the tactics of the “Left” Communists was that they 
threatened to transform the Party from the leader of the proletarian revolu- 
tion into a handful of inane conspirators with no ground to stand on. 


“Witli the vanguard alone victory cannot be achieved,” says Lenin. “To 
throw the vanguard alone into the decisive battle, before the whole class, 
bclore the broad masses have taken up a position cither of direct support 
of the vanguard, or at least of benevolent neutrality towards it . . . would 
not merely be folly but a crime. And in order that actually the whole class, 
that actually the broad masses of the toilers and those oppressed by capital 
may take up such a position, propaganda and agitation alone arc not suffi- 
cient. For this the masses must have their own political experience. Such is 
the fundamental law of all great revolutions, now confirmed with amazing 
force and vividness not only in Russia but also in (icrmany. It has been 
necessary, not only for the uncultured, often illiterate, masses of Russia, but 
also for the highly cultured, entirely literate masses of Germany, to realize 

' From the Russian Oiozvut — to recall; the name gi\cn to a group of BoUheviks who advo- 
catctl the recall of the S«Kial DemcKTatic deputies from the Dum.i. 
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from their own painful experience the absolute impotence and spineless- 
ness, the absolute helplessness and servility before the bourgeoisie, the utter 
vileness of the government of the knights of the Second Intei national, the 
absolute inevitability of a dictatorship of the extreme reactionaries 
(Kornilov in Russia, Kapp and Co. in Germany) as the only alternative to 
a dictatorship of the proletariat, in order to turn resolutely toward com- 
munism.” {Selected Worlds, Vol. X, p. i ^6.) 

Second: To locate at any given moment that particular link in the chain of 
processes which, if grasped, will enable us to hold the whole chain and to 
prepare the conditions for achieving strategic success. 

The point here is to single out from all the problems confronting the Party 
that particular immediate problem, the answer to which constitutes the 
central point, and the solution of which will ensure the successful solution of 
the other immediate problems. 

The importance of this thesis may be illustrated by two examples, one of 
which may be taken from the remote past (the period of the formatif)n of the 
Party) and the other from the immediate present (the period of the New 
Economic Policy) . 

In the period of the formation of the Party, when the innumerable circles 
and organizations had not yet been linked together, when amateurishness 
and the parochial outlook of the circles were. corroding the Party from top to 
bottom, when ideological confusion was a characteristic feature of the in- 
ternal life of the Party, the main link and the main task in the chain of links 
and in the chain of tasks then confronting the Party proved to be the estab- 
lishment of an all-Russian illegal newspaper. Why? Because only by means 
of an all-Russian illegal newspaper was it possible under the conditions then 
prevailing to create a harmonious nucleus of a party, one capable of linking 
up the innumerable circles and organizations into a single organization, to 
prepare the conditions for ideological and tactical unity, and thus to lay the 
foundations for the formation of a real Party. 

During the period of transition from war to economic construction, when 
industry was in the clutches of ruin and agriculture was suffering from a 
shortage of city manufactures, when the establishment of a btmd between 
state industry and peasant economy became the fundamental condition for 
successful socialist construction — in that period it turned out that the main 
link in the chain of processes, the main task among a number of tasks, was 
to develop trade. Why ? Because under the conditions of the New Economic 
Policy (N.E.P.) the bond between industry and peasant economy cannot be 
established except through trade; because under the conditions of N.E.P. 
production without sale is fatal for industry; because industry can be ex- 
panded only by the expansion of sales as a result of developing trade; because 
only after we have consolidated our position in the sphere of trade, only after 
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wc have secured control of trade, only after we have secured this link can 
there be any hope of linking industry with the peasant market and success- 
fully fulfilling the other immediate tasks, thus creating the conditions for 
building the foundations of socialist economy. 

“It is not enough to be a revolutionary and an adherent of socialism or a 
communist in general,” says Lenin. “One must be able at each particular 
moment to find the particular link in the chain which one must grasp 
with all one’s might in order to hold the whole chain and to prepare firmly 
for the transition to the next link. ... At the present time . . . this link 
is the revival of internal trade under proper state regulation (direction). 
Trade — that is the ‘link’ in the historical chain of events, in the transitional 
forms of our socialist construction in 1921-22, which we . . . must 
‘grasp with all our might.’ ” {Selected Worlds, Vol. IX, pp. 298-99.) 

These are the principal conditions which ensure correct tactical leadership. 

VI. REFORMISM AND REVOLUTIONISM 

What is the difference between revolutionary tactics and reformist tactics? 
Some think that Leninism is opposed to reforms, opposed to compromises 
and to agreements in general. This is absolutely wrong. Bolsheviks know as 
well as anybody else that in a certain sense “every little helps,” that under 
certain conditions reforms in general, and compromises and agreements in 
particular, are necessary and useful. 

“To carry on a war for the overthrow of the international bourgeoisie,” 
says Lenin, “a war which is a hundred times more difficult, protracted and 
complicated than the most stubborn of ordinary wars between states, and 
to refuse beforehand to manoeuvre, to utilize the conflict of interests (even 
through temporary) among one’s enemies, to refuse to temporise and com- 
promise with possible (even though transient, unstable, vacillating and 
conditional) allies — is not this ridiculous in the extreme? Is it not the same 
as if in the difficult ascent of an unexplored and heretofore inaccessible 
mountain wc were to renounce beforehand the idea that at times we might 
have to go in zigzags, sometimes retracing our steps, sometimes giving up 
the course once selected and trying various others?” {Selected Worlds, Vol. 
X, p. III.) 

Obviously, therefore, it is not a matter of reforms or of compromises and 
agreements, but of the use people make of reforms and compromises. 

To a reformist, reforms are everything, while revolutionary work is some- 
thing incidental, something just to talk about, mere eyewash. That is why, 
with reformist tactics under the bourgeois regime, reforms are inevitably 
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transformed into an instrument for strengthening that regime, an instrument 
for disintegrating the revolution. 

To a revolutionary, on the contrary, the main thing is revolutionary work 
and not reforms; to him reforms are by-products of the revolution. That is 
why, with revolutionary tactics under the bourgeois regime, reforms are 
naturally transformed into instruments for disintegrating this regime, into 
instruments for strengthening the revolution, into a base for the further de- 
velopment of the revolutionary movement. 

The revolutionary will accept a reform in order to use it as an aid in com- 
bining legal work with illegal work, to intensify, under its cover, the illegal 
work for the revolutionary preparation of the masses for the overthrow 
of the bourgeoisie. 

This is what making revolutionary use of reforms and agreements under 
the conditions of imperialism means. 

The reformist, on the contrary, will accept reforms in order to renounce 
all illegal work, to thwart the preparation of the masses for the revolution 
and to rest in the shade of “bestowed” reforms. 

This is what reformist tactics mean. 

This is the position in regard to reforms and agreements under imperial- 
ism. 

The situation changes somewhat, however, after the overthrow of im- 
perialism, under the dictatorship of the proletariat. Under certain conditions, 
in a certain situation, the proletarian power may find itself constrained tem- 
porarily to leave the path of the revolutionary reconstruction of the existing 
order of things and to take the path of its gradual transformation, the “re- 
formist path,” as Lenin says in his well-known article “On the Importance 
of Gold,” the path of Hanking movements, of reforms and concessions to 
the non-proletarian classes — in order to disintegrate these classes, to give the 
revolution a respite, to recuperate and prepare the conditions for a new 
offensive. It cannot be denied that in a sense this is a reformist path. But it 
must be borne in mind that there is a fundamental distinction here, which 
consists in the fact that in this case the reform emanates from the proletarian 
power, it strengthens the proletarian power, it procures for it a necessary 
respite; its purpose is to distintegrate, not the revolution, but the non-prole- 
tarian classes. 

Under such conditions a reform is thus transformed into its opposite. 

The proletarian poWer is able to adopt such a policy because and only 
because, the sweep of the revolution in the preceding period was broad 
enough and therefore provided a sufficiently wide expanse within which to 
retreat, substituting for offensive tactics the tactics of temporary retreat, the 
tactics of flanking movements. 

Thus, while formerly, under the bourgeois regime, reforms were a by- 
product of revolution, now. under the dictatorship of the proletariat, the 
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source of rcf(>rms is the revolutionary gains of the proletariat, the reserves 
accumiil.iiccl >n the hands of the proletariat and consisting of these gains. 

“Only Marxism,” says Lenin, “has precisely and correctly defined the 
relation ol reforms to revolution. However, Marx was able to sec this re- 
lation (inly from one aspect, namely, under the conditions preceding the 
first to any extent permanent and lasting victory of the proletariat, if only 
in a single country. Under those conditions, the basis of the proper relation 
was: reforms are a by-product of the revolutionary class struggle of the 
proletariat. . . . After the victory of the proletariat, if only in a single 
country, something new enters into the relation between reforms and 
revolution. In principle, it is the same as before, but a change in form takes 
place, which Marx himself could not foresee, but which can be appreciated 
only on the basis of the philosophy and politics of Marxism. . . . After the 
victory (while still remaining a ‘by-product’ on the international scale) they 
|i.e., reforms I are, in addition, for the country in which victory has been 
achieved, a necessary and legitimate respite in those cases when, after the 
utmost exertion of e(Tort, it becomes obvious that sufficient strength is 
lacking for the revolutionary accomplishment of this or that transition. 
Victory creates a ‘reserve of strength’ upon which one can sustain oneself 
even in a forced retreat, sustain oneself both materially and morally.’’ 
{Selected Worlds, Vol. IX, pp. 301-02.) 


IVIKITA S. KHRUSHCHEV 


8. Communist Reality* 


SUPERMAN AND GOD 

After Stalin’s death the Oniral Committee of the party began to implement 
a policy of explaining concisely and consistently that it is impermissible and 
foreign to the spirit of Marxism-Leninism to elevate one person, to transform 
him into a superman possessing supernatural characteristics, akin to those of 
a god. Such a man supposedly knows everything, sees everything, thinks for 
everyone, can do anything, is infallible in his behavior. 

• 1 loin Nikua S. K.hruNhi.hi:\ . Scaet Speech on Stahn and the Cult of the Inditndual (Twen- 
iwth Cvinjjrvss of the (.'oininunist Partv of the Soviet Union, February ^5, 1956; translation 
rc\t.»se(J b\ the Dcpartnu-ni ot Sutc, June 4, 1956). 
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Such a belief about a man, and specifically about Stalin, was cultivated 
among us for many years. 

The objective of the present report is not a thorough evaluation of Stalin’s 
life and activity. Concerning Stalin’s merits, an entirely sufficient number of 
books, pamphlets and studies had already been written in his lifetime. The 
role of Stalin in the preparation and execution of the Socialist Revolution, in 
the Civil War, and in the fight for the construction of socialism in our 
country, is universally known. Everyone knows this well. 

At present, we are concerned with a questk)n which has immense impor- 
tance for the party now and for the future — with how the cult of the person 
of Stalin has been gradually growing, the cult which became at a certain 
specific stage the source of a whole series of exceedingly serious and grave 
perversions of party principles, of party democracy, of revolutionary legality. 

Because of the fact that not all as yet realize fully the practical consequences 
resulting from the cult of the individual, the great harm caused by the vio- 
lation of the principle of collective direction of the party and because of the 
accumulation of immense and limitless power in the hands of one person, the 
Central Committee of the party considers it absolutely necessary to make the 
material pertaining to this matter available to the 20th Congress of the Com- 
munist Party of the Soviet Union. 

PHYSICAL ANNIHILATION OF OPPONENTS 

Stalin acted not through persuasion, explanation and patient cooperation 
with people, but by imposing his concepts and demanding absolute submis- 
sion to his opinion. Whoever opposed this concept or tried to prove his view- 
point and the correctness of his position was doomeil to removal from the 
leading collective and to subsequent moral and [ihyslcal annihilation. This 
was especially true during the period following the 17th Party Congress, 
when many prominent party leaders and rank-and-file party workers, honest 
and dedicated to the cause of Communism, fell victim to Stalin’s despotism. 

Stalin originated the concept “enemy of the people.” This term automati- 
cally rendered it unnecessary that the ideological errors of a man or men 
engaged in a controversy be proven; this term made possible the usage of the 
most cruel repression, violating all norms of revolutionary legality, against 
anyone who in any way disagreed with Stalin, against those who were only 
suspected of hostile intent, against those who had bad reputations. This 
concept “enemy of the people” actually eliminated the possibility of any kind 
of ideological fight or the making of one's views known on this or that 
issue, even those of a practical character. In the main, and in actuality, the 
only proof of guilt used, against all norms of current legal science, was the 
“confession” of the accused himself; and, as subsequent probing prosed, “con- 
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fcssions” were acquired through physical pressures against the accused. This 
led to glaring violations of revolutionary legality and to the fact that many 
entirely innocent persons, who in the past had defended the party line, be- 
came victims. 

We must asser^ that, in regard to those persons who in their time had 
opposed the party line, there were often no sufficiently serious reasons for 
their physical annihilation. The formula “enemy of the people” was specifi- 
cally introduced for the purpose of physically annihilating such individuals. 

It is a fact that many persons who were later annihilated as enemies of the 
parly and people had worked with Lenin during his life. Some of these per- 
sons had made errors during Lenin’s life, but, despite this, Lenin benefited 
by their work; he cfirrccted them and he did everything possible to retain 
them in the ranks of the party; he induced them to follow him. 

Arbitr.iry hch.ivior l)y one person encouraged and permitted arbitrariness 
in others. Mass arrests and deportations of many thousands of people, execu- 
tion without trial and without normal investigation created conditions of 
insecurity, fear and even de.spcration. 

I bis, o( course, did not contribute toward unity of the party ranks and of 
all strata of working |)eopIe, but, on the contrary, brought about annihilation 
and the expulsion from the party of workers who were loyal but inconvenient 
to Stalin. 

Our parly fought lor the implementation of Lenin’s plans for the construc- 
tion of socialism. I bis was an ideological fight. Had Leninist principles been 
observed during the cour.se of this fight, had the party’s devotion to principles 
been skillfully combined with a keen and solicitous concern for people, had 
they not been repelled and wasted but rather drawn to our side, we certainly 
would not have had such a brutal violation of revolutionary legality and many 
thousands of people would not have fallen victim to the method of terror. 
Extraordinary methods woukl then have been resorted to only against those 
j>eople who had in f,ict committed criminal acts against the Soviet system. 

LIQUIDATION OF TOP COMMUNISTS 

Having at its disposal numerous data showing brutal willfulness toward 
party cadres, the C'enlral Ckrmmitiee has created a party commission under 
the control of the C'enlral Camimiitee Presidium; it was charged with investi- 
gating what made possible ibe mass repressions against the majority of the 
Central C'ommiitcc members and candidates elected at the 17th Congress of 
the All-Union Communist Party (Bolsheviks). 

The commission has become acquainted with a large quantity of materials 
in the NKVD archives and with other documents and has established many 
facts i)ertaining to the fabrication of cases against Cximmunists, to false ac- 
cusations. to glaring abuses of socialist legality, which resulted in the death of 
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innocent people. It became apparent that many party, Soviet and economic 
activists, who were branded in 1937-1938 as “enemies,” were actually never 
enemies, spies, wreckers, etc., but were always honest Communists; they were 
only so stigmatized and, often, no longer able to bear barbaric tortures, they 
charged themselves (at the order of the investigative judges—falsifiers) with 
all kinds of grave and unlikely crimes. 

The commission has presented to the Central Committee Presidium lengthy 
and documented materials pertaining to mass repressions against the delegates 
to the 17th Party Congress and against members of the Central Committee 
elected at that Congress. These materials have been studied by the Presidium 
of the Central Committee. 

It was determined that of the 139 members and candidates of the party’s 
Central Committee who were elected at the 17th Congress, 98 persons, i.e., 70 
per cent, were arrested and shot (mostly in 1937-1938). (Indignation in the 
hall.) What was the composition of the delegates to the 17th Congress? It is 
known that 80 per cent of the voting participants of the 17th Congress joined 
the party during the years of conspiracy before the Revolution and during the 
civil war; this means before 1921. By social origin the basic mass of the dele- 
gates to the Congress were workers (60 per cent of the voting members). 

For this reason, it was inconceivable that a congress so composed would 
have elected a Central Committee a majority of whom would prove to be 
enemies of the party. The only reason why 70 per cent of Central Committee 
members and candidates elected at the i7th Congress were branded as 
enemies of the party and of the people was because honest Communists were 
slandered, accusations against them were fabricated, and revolutionary legal- 
ity was gravely undermined. 

The same fate met not only the Central Committee members but also the 
majority of the delegates to the 17th Party Congress. Of 1,966 delegates with 
either voting or advisory rights, 1,108 persons were arrested on charges of 
anti-revolutionary crimes, i.e„ decidedly more than a majority. This very fact 
shows how absurd, wild and contrary to common sense were the charges of 
counterrevolutionary crimes made out, as we now see, against a majority of 
participants at the 17th Party Congress. (Indignation in the hall.) 

We should recall that the 17th Party Congress is historically known as the 
Congress of Victors. Delegates to the Congress were active participants in the 
building of our socialist state; many of them suffered and fought for party 
interests during the pre-Revolutionary years in the conspiracy and at the civil- 
war fronts; they fought their enemies valiantly and often nervelessly looked 
into the face of death. 

How, then, can we believe that such people could prove to be “two-faced” 
and had joined the camps of the enemies of socialism during the era after the 
political liquidation of Zinovievites, Trotsky ites and rightists and after the 
great accomplishments of socialist construction? This was the result of the 
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abuse of [wwer by Stalin, who began to use mass terror against the party 
cadres. 

What is the reason that mass repressions against activists increased more 
and more after the 17th Party C'ongrcss? It was because at that time Stalin 
had so elevated himself above the parly and above the nation that he ceased 
to consider either the Central Committee or the party. 

While he still reckoned with the opinion of the collective before the 
17th Oingress, after the complete political liquidation of the Trotskyites, 
Zinovievites and Hukharinites, when as a result of that fight and socialist 
victories the parly achieved unity, Stalin ceased to an ever greater degree to 
consider the members of the party’s Central Committee and even the mem- 
bers of the Political Bureau. Stalin thought that now he could decide all 
things alone and all he needed were statisticians; he treated all others in such 
a way that they could only listen to and praise him. 

ORDER TO EXPEDITE EXECUTIONS 
After the criminal murder of Sergei M. Kirov, mass repressions and brutal 
acts of violation of socialist legality began. On the evening of December i, 
19^4, on Stalin’s initiative (without the approval of the Political Bureau— 
which was passed two days later, casually), the Secretary of the Presidium of 
the Central I’Accutive Committee, Yenukidze, signed the following directive: 

“i. Investigative agencies are directed to speed up the cases of those accused 
of the preparation or execution of acts of terror. 

“2. Judicial organs are directed not to hold up the execution of death sen- 
tences pertaining to crimes of this category in order to consider the possibility 
of pardon, because the Presidium of the Central Executive Committee of the 
USSR does not consider as possible the receiving of petitions of this sort. 

Yhe organs of the C'ommissariat of Internal Affairs are directed to 
execute the tleath .sentences against criminals of the above-mentioned category 
immctliaicly alter the passage of sentences.” 

'rhis directive hec.ime the basis for mass acts of abuse against socialist 
legality. During many of the fabricated court cases, the accused were charged 
with "tlie preparation” of terroristic acts; this deprived them of any possi- 
bility tliai their cases might be re-examined, even when they stated before 
the couil that their “confessions” were secured by force, and when, in a 
conviiKing manner, they disproved the accusations against them. 

MYSTERY OF KIROV KILLING 

It must he asserteil that to this day the circumstances surrounding Kirov’s 
murder hide many things which arc inexplicable and mysterious and demand 
a most careful examination. There arc reasons for the suspicion that the 
killer of Kirov, Nikolayev, was assisted by someone from among the people 
who.se duty it was to protect the person of Kirov. 
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A month and a half before the killing, Nikolayev was arrested on the 
grounds of suspicious behavior but he was released and not even searched. 
It is an unusually suspicious circumstance that when the Chekist assigned to 
protect Kirov was being brought for an interrogation, on December 2, 1934, 
he was killed in a car “accident” in which no other occupants of the car were 
harmed. After the murder of Kirov, top functionaries of the Leningrad 
NKVD were given very light sentences, but in 1937 they were shot. We can 
assume that they were shot in order to cover the traces of the organizers of 
Kirov’s killing. (Movement in the hall.) 

Mass repressions grew tremendously from the end of 1936 after a telegram 
from Stalin and [Andrei | Zhdanov, dated from Sochi on September 25, 1936, 
was addressed to Kaganovich, Molotov and other members of the Political 
Bureau. The content of the telegram was as follows: 

“We deem it absolutely necessary and urgent that Comrade Yezhov be 
nominated to the post of People’s Commissar for Internal Affairs. Yagoda 
has definitely proved himself to be incapable of unmasking the Trotskyite- 
Zinovievite bloc. The OGPU is four years behind in this matter. This is 
noted by all party workers and by the majority of the representatives of the 
NKVD.” 

Strictly speaking, we should stress that Stalin did not meet with and, there- 
fore, could not know the opinion of party workers. 

This Stalinist formulation that the “NKVD is four years behind” in apply- 
ing mass repression and that there is a necessity for “catching up” with the 
neglected work directly pushed the NKVD workers on the path of mass 
arrests and executions. 

The mass repressions at this time were made under the slogan of a fight 
against the Trotskyites. Did the Trotskyites at this time actually constitute 
such a danger to our party and to the Soviet state We should recall that in 
1927, on the eve of the 15th Party Congress, only some 4,000 votes were cast 
for the Trotskyite-Zinovievilc opposition while there were 724,000 for the 
party line. During the 10 years which passed between the 15th Party Con- 
gress and the February-March Central Committee plenum, Trotskyism was 
completely disarmed; many former Trotskyites had changed their former 
views and worked in the various sectors building socialism. It is clear that 
in the situation of socialist victory there was no basis for mass terror in the 
country. 

Stalin’s report at the February-March Central Committee plenum in 1937, 
“Deficiencies of party work and methods for the liquidation of the Trotskyites 
and of other two-facers,” contained an attempt at theoretical justification of 
the mass terror policy under the pretext that as we march forward toward 
socialism class war must allegedly sharpen. Stalin asserted that both history 
and Lenin taught him this. 
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This terror was actually directed not at the remnants of the defeated ex- 
ploiting classes but against the honest workers of the party and of the Soviet 
state; against them were made lying, slanderous and absurd accusations 
concerning “two-facedness,” “espionage,” “sabotage,” preparation of fictitious 
“plots,” etc. 


CONFESSIONS THROUGH INHUMAN TORTURE 

Using Stalin’s formulation, namely, that the closer we arc to socialism the 
more enemies we will have, and using the resolution of the Fcbruary-March 
Central Committee plenum passed on the basis of Yezhov’s report, the pro- 
i/ocateurs who had infiltrated the state-security organs together with con- 
scienceless careerists began to protect with the party name the mass terror 
against party cadres, cadres of the Soviet state and the ordinary Soviet citi- 
zens. It should suffice to say that the number of arrests based on charges of 
counterrevolutionary crimes had grown ten times between 1936 and 1937. 

It is known that brutal willfulness was practiced against leading party 
workers. The party statute, approved at the 17th Party Congress, was based 
on Leninist principles expressed at the loth Party Congress. It stated that, 
in order to apply an extreme method such as exclusion from the party against 
a Central Oimmittce member, against a Central Committee candidate and 
against a member of the Party Control Commission, “it is necessary to call 
a Ontral Committee plenum and to invite to the plenum all Central Com- 
mittee candidate members and all members of the Party Control Commis- 
sion”; only if two-thirds of the members of such a general assembly of re- 
sponsible party leaders find it necessary, only then can a Central Committee 
member or candidate be expelled. 

The majority of the Ontral Committee members and candidates elected at 
the 17th Congress and arrested in 1937-1938 were expelled from the party 
illegally through the brutal abuse of the party statute, because the question 
of their expulsion was never studied at the Central Committee plenum. 

Now, when the cases of some of these so-called “spies” and “saboteurs” 
were examined, it was found that all their cases were fabricated. Confessions 
of guilt of many arrestcil and charged with enemy activity were gained with 
the help of cruel and inhuman tortures. 

At the same time, Stalin, as we have been informed by members of the 
Political Bureau of that time, did not show them the statements of many 
accused political activists when they retracted their confessions before the 
military tribunal and asked for an objective examination of their cases. There 
were many such declarations, and Stalin doubtless knew of them. 

'I'he Central Committee considers it absolutely necessary to inform the 
(Congress of many such fabricated “cases” against the members of the party’s 
Central Committee elected at the lyih Party Congress. 
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An example of vile provocation, of odious falsification rind of criminal 
violation of revolutionary legality is the case of the former candidate for the 
Central Committee Political Bureau, one of the most eminent v'orkers of the 
party and of the Soviet Government, Comrade Eikhe, who was a party 
member since 1905. (Commotion in the hall.) 

Comrade Eikhe was arrested on April 29, 1938, on the basis of slanderous 
materials, without the sanction of the Prosecutor of the USSR, which was 
finally received 15 months after the arrest. 

Investigation of Eikhe’s case was made in a manner which most brutally 
violated Soviet legality and was accompanied by willfulness and falsification. 

Eikhe was forced under torture to sign ahead of time a protocol of his 
confession prepared by the investigative judges, in which he and several 
other eminent party workers were accused of anti-Soviet activity. 

On October i, 1939, Eikhe sent his declaration to Stalin in wl^ich he cate- 
gorically denied his guilt and asked for an examination of his case. In the 
declaration he wrote : “There is no more bitter misery than to sit in the jail 
of a government for which I have always fought.” 

A second declaration of Eikhe has been preserved which he sent to Stalin 
on October 27, 1939; in it he cited facts very convincingly and countered 
the slanderous accusations made against him, arguing that this provocatory 
accusation was on the one hand the work of real Trotskyites whose arrests 
he had sanctioned as First Secretary of the West Siberian Krai | Territory | 
Party Committee and who conspired in order to take revenge on him, and, 
on the other hand, the result of the base falsification of materials by the 
investigative judges. 

Eikhe wrote in his declaration : 

“. . . On October 25 of this year I was informed that the investigation in 
my case has been concluded and' I was given access to the materials of this 
investigation. Had I been guilty of only one hundredth of the crimes with 
which I am charged, I would not have dared to send you this pre-execution 
declaration; however, I have not been guilty of even one of the things with 
which I am charged and my heart is clean of even the shadow of baseness. 
1 have never in my life told you a word of falsehood, and now, finding my 
two feet in the grave, I am also not lying. My whole case is a typical example 
of provocation, slander and violation of the elementary basis of revolutionary 
legality. . . . 

“. . . The confessions which were made part of my file arc not only absurd 
but contain some slander toward the Central Committee of the All-Union 
Communist Party (Bolsheviks) and toward the Council of People’s Commis- 
sars, because correct resolutions of the Central Committee of the All-Union 
Communist Party (Bolsheviks) and of the Council of People’s Commissars 
which were not made on my initiative and without my participation are 
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presented as hostile acts of counterrevolutionary organizations made at my 
suggestion. . . . 

"1 am now alluding to the most disgraceful part of my life and to my 
really grave guilt against the party and against you. This is my confession of 
counicrievolutionary activity. . - . 'I'hc casejs as follows: Not being able to 
suffer the tortures to which I was submitted by U.shakov and Nikolayev — 
and especially by the first one— who utilized the knowledge that my broken 
ribs have not properly mended and have caused me great pain, I have been 
forced to accuse myself and others. 

“I’hc majority of my confession has been suggested or dictated by Ushakov, 
aiul the remainder is my reconstruction of NKVD materials from Western 
Siberia for which I assumed all responsibility. If some part of the story which 
Ushakov fabricated and which I signed did not properly hang together, I 
was forced to sign another variation. The same thing was done to Rukhimo* 
vich, who was at first designated as a member of the reserve net and whose 
name later was removed without telling me anything about it; the same was 
also ilone with the leader of the reserve net, supposedly created by Bukharin 
in 19^5. At first I wrote my name in, and then 1 was instructed to insert 
Me/.hlauk. There were other similar incidents. 

“. . . 1 am asking and begging you that you again examine my case, and 
this not for the j)ur})osc of sparing me but in order to unmask the vile provo- 
cation which, like a snake, wound itself around many persons in a great 
degree due to my meanness and criminal slander. I have never betrayed you 
or the party. I know that I perish because of vile and mean work of the 
enemies of the party and of the people, who fabricated the provrication against 
me." 

It would appear that such an important declaration was worth an exami- 
nation by the (xntral Ckimmittee. This, however, was not done, and the 
declaration was transmitted to Beria while the terrible maltreatment of the 
Political Bureau candidate. Comrade Hikhc, continued. 

On February 2, 1940, Eikhe was brought before the court. Here he did 
not confess any guilt and said as follows: 

“In all the so-called confessions of mine there is not one letter written by 
me with the exception of my signatures under the protocols, which were 
forced from me. I have made my confession under pressure from the inves- 
tigative judge, who from the time of my arrest tormented me. After that I 
began to write all this nonsense. . . . The most important thing for me is to 
tell the court, the party and Stalin that I am not guilty. 1 have never been 
guilty of any conspiracy. 1 will die believing in the truth of party policy 
as I have believed in it during my whole life.” 

On February 4 Fikhe was shot. (Indignation in the hall.) 

It has been definitely established now that Eikhe’s case was fabricated; he 
has been posthumously rehabilitated. 
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THOUSANDS DIED INNOCENT 

This is the kind of vile things which were then practiced. (Movement in 
the hall.) 

Even more widely was the falsification of cases practiced in the provinces. 
The NKVD headquarters of the Sverdlov Oblast “discovered'’ the so-called 
“Ural uprising staff” — an organ of the bloc of rightists, I'rotskyites, Socialist 
Revolutionaries, church leaders — whose chief supposedly was the Secretary 
of the Sverdlov Oblast Party Committee and member of the Ontral Com- 
mittee, All-Union Communist Party (Bolsheviks), Kabakov, who had been 
a party member since 1914. The investigative materials of that time show 
that in almost all /{ruis, oblasts | provinces j and republics there supposedly 
existed “rightist Trotskyite, espionage-terror and diversionary-sabotage or- 
ganizations and centers” and that the heads of such organizations as a rule — 
for no known reason — were Hrst secretaries of oblast or republic Communist 
party committees or central committees. 

Many thousands of honest and innocent C'ommunists have died as a result 
of this monstrous falsification of such “cases,” as a result of the fact that 
all kinds of slanderous “confessions” were accepted, and as a result of the 
practice of forcing accusations against oneself and others. In the .same manner 
were fabricated the “cases” against eminent party and state workers — Kossior, 
Chubar, Postyshev, Kosarev and others. 

In those years repressions on a mass scale were applied which were based 
on nothing tangible and which resulted in heavy cadre losses to the party. 

The vicious practice was condoned of having the NKVD prepare lists of 
persons whose cases were under the juri.sdiction of the Military Collegium 
and whose sentences were prepared in advance. Yezhov would .send these 
lists to Stalin personally for his approval of the proposed punishment. In 
19^7-19^8, ^83 such lists containing the names of many thousands of party, 
Soviet, Komsomol, Army and economic workers were .sent to Stalin. He 
approved these lists. 

A large part of these cases are being reviewed now and a great part of 
them arc being voided because they were baseless and falsified. Suffice it to 
say that from 1954 to the present time the Military Collegium of the Supreme 
Court has rehabilitated 7,679 persons, many of whom were rehabilitated post- 
humously. 

Mass arrests of party, Soviet, economic and military workers caused tre- 
mendous harm to our country and to the cause of socialist advancement. 

Mass repressions hud a negative influence on the moral-political condition 
of the party, created a situation of uncertainty, contributed to the .spreading 
of unhealthy suspicion, and sowed distrust among Communists. All sorts of 
slanderers and careerists were active. 

Resolutions of the January plenum of the Central Committee, /Vll-Union 
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Communist Party (Bolsheviks), in 1938 had brought some measure of im- 
provement to the party organizations. However, widespread repression also 
existed in 1938. 

Only because our party has at its disposal such great moral-political strength 
was it possible for it to survive the difficult events in 1937-1938 and to educate 
new cadres. There is, however, no doubt that our march forward toward 
socialism and toward the preparation of the country’s defense would have 
been much more successful were it not for the tremendous loss in the cadres 
suffered as a result of the baseless and false mass repressions in 1937-1938. 

We are justly accusing Yezhov for the degenerate practices of 1937. But 
we have to answer these questions: 

("ould Yezhov have arrested Kossior, for instance, without the knowledge 
of Stalin ? Was there an exchange of opinions or a Political Bureau decision 
concerning this ? 

No, there was not, as there was none regarding other cases of this type. 

C>)uld Yezhov have decided such important matters as the fate of such 
eminent party figures? 

No, it would be a dispfay of naivete to consider this the work of Yezhov 
alone. It is clear that these matters were decided by Stalin, and that without 
his orders and his sanction Yezhov could not have done this. 

We have examined the cases and have rehabilitated Kossior, Rudzutak, 
Postyshev, Kosarev and others. For what causes were they arrested and sen- 
tenced? The review of evidence shows that there was no reason for this. 
They, like many others, were arrested without the prosecutor’s knowledge. 

In such a situation, there is no need for any sanction, for what sort of a 
sanction could there be when Stalin decided everything? He was the chief 
prosecutor in these cases. Stalin not only agreed to, but on his own initia- 
tive issued, arrest orders. We must say this so that the delegates to the G>n- 
gress can clearly undertake and themselves assess this and draw the proper 
conclusions. 

Facts prove that many abuses were made on Stalin’s orders without reckon- 
ing with any norms of party and Soviet legality. Stalin was a very distrustful 
man, sickly suspicious; we know this from our work with him. He could look 
at a man and say: “Why arc your eyes so shifty today?’’ or “Why arc you 
turning so much today and avoiding to look me directly in the eyes?” The 
sickly suspicion created in him a general distrust even toward eminent party 
workers whom he had known for years. Everywhere and in everything he 
saw “enemies," “two-facers" and “spies." Possessing unlimited power, he 
indulged in great willfulness and choked a person morally and physically. A 
situation was created where one could not express one’s own will. 

\ When Stalin said that one or another should be arrested, it was necessary 
to accept on faith that he was an “enemy of the people.” Meanwhile, Beria’s 
gang, which ran the organs of state security, outdid itself in proving the 
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guilt of the arrested and the truth of materials which it falsiFed. And what 
proofs were offered? The confessions of the arrested, and the investigative 
judges accepted these “confessions.” And how is it possible that a person 
confesses to crimes which he has not committed? Only in one way — ^because 
of application of physical methods of pressuring him, tortures, bringing him 
to a state of unconsciousness, deprivation of his judgment, taking away of 
his human dignity. In this manner were “confessions” acquired. 

WORLD WAR II 

The power accumulated in the hands of one person, Stalin, led to serious 
consequences during the Great Patriotic War. 

When we look at many of our novels, films and historical “scientific stud- 
ies,” the role of Stalin in the Patriotic War appears to be entirely improbable. 
Stalin had foreseen everything. The Soviet Army, on the basis of a strategic 
plan prepared by Stalin long before, used the tactics of so-called “active de- 
fense,” i.e., tactics which, as we know, allowed the Germans to come up to 
Moscow and Stalingrad. Using such tactics, the Soviet Army, supposedly 
thanks only to Stalin’s genius, turned to the offensive and subdued the 
enemy. The epic victory gained through the armed might of the land of the 
Soviets, through our heroic people, is ascribed in this type of novel, film and 
“scientific study” as being completely due to the strategic genius of Stalin. 

We have to analyze this matter carefully because it has a tremendous 
significance not only from the historical, but especially from the political, 
educational and practical point of view. What are the facts of this matter? 

Before the war, our press and all our political-educational work was char- 
acterized by its bragging tone: When an enemy violates the holy Soviet soil, 
then for every blow of the enemy we will answer with three blows, and we 
will battle the enemy on his soil and we will win without much harm to our- 
selves. But these positive statements were not based in all areas on concrete 
facts, which would actually guarantee the immunity of our borders. 

During the war and after the war, Stalin put forward the thesis that the 
tragedy which our nation experienced in the first part of the war was the 
result of the “unexpected” attack of the Germans against the Soviet Union. 
But, comrades, this is completely untrue. As soon as Hitler came to power 
in Germany he assigned to himself the task of liquidating Commumsm. The 
fascists were saying this openly; they did not hide their plans. 

In order to attain this aggressive end, all sorts of pacts and blocs were 
created, such as the famous Bcrlin-Rome-Tokyo Axis. Many facts from the 
prewar period clearly showed that Hitler was going all out to begin a war 
against the Soviet state, and that he had concentrated large armed units, 
together with armored units, near the Soviet borders. 

Documents which have now been published show that by April 3 , 
Churchill, through his Ambassador to the USSR, Cripps, personally warned 
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Stalin that the Germans had begun regrouping their armed units with the 
intent of attacking the Soviet Union. 

It is self-evident that (Churchill <lid not do this at all because of his friendly 
feeling toward the Soviet nation. He had in this his own imperialistic goals — 
to bring Germany and the USSR into a bloody war and thereby to strengthen 
the position of the British Kmpirc. 

Just the same, Churchill affirmed in his writings that he sought to “warn 
Stalin and call his attention to the danger which threatened him.” Churchill 
stressed this repeatedly in his dispatches of April i8 and on the following 
days. However, Stalin took no heed of these warnings. What is more, Stalin 
ordered that no credence be given to information of this sort, in order not 
to provoke the initiation of military operations. 

We must assert that information of this sort concerning the threat of 
German armed invasion of Soviet territory was coming in also from our 
own military and diplomatic sources; however, because the leadership was 
conditionetl against such information, such data was dispatched with fear 
and assessed with reservation. 

When the fa.scisi armies had actually invaded Soviet territory and military 
operations began, Moscow issued the order that the German fire was not to be 
returned. Why.^ It was because Stalin, despite evident facts, thought that 
the war had not yet started, that this was only a provocative action on the 
part of several undisciplined sections of the German Army, and that our 
reaction might serve as a reason for the Germans to begin the war. 

The following fact is also known: On the eve of the invasion of the ter- 
ritory of the Soviet Union by the Hitlerite army, a certain German citizen 
crossed our border and stated that the German armies had received orders 
to start the olTcnsivc against the Soviet Union on the night of June 22 at 
3 o’clock. Stalin was informed about this immediately, but even this warning 
was ignored. 

As you sec, everything was ignored: warnings of certain Army com- 
manders, declarations of deserters from the enemy army, and even the open 
hostility of the enemy. Is this an example of the alertness of the chief of the 
party and of the state at this particularly significant historical moment.? 

And what were the results of this carefree attitude, this disregard of clear 
facts.? The result was that already in the first hours and days the enemy had 
destroyed in our border regions a large part of our Air Force, artillery and 
other military equipment; he annihilated large numbers of our military cadres 
and disorganized our military leadership; con.sequently we could not prevent 
the enemy from marching deep into the country. 

Very grievous consequences, especially in reference to the beginning of the 
war, followed Stalin’s annihilation of many military commanders and po- 
litical workers during 1937-1941 because of his suspiciousness and through 
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slanderous accusations. During these years repressions were instituted against 
certain parts of military cadres beginning literally at the company and bat- 
talion commander level and extending to the higher military centers; during 
this time the cadre of leaders who had gained military expciience in Spain 
and in the Far East was almost completely liquidated. 

The policy of large-scale repression against the military cadres led also to 
undermined military discipline, because for several years officers of all ranks 
and even soldiers in the party and Komsomol cells were taught to “unmask” 
their superiors as hidden enemies. (Movement in the hall.) It is natural that 
this caused a negative influence on the state of military discipline in the first 
war period. 

And, as you know, we had before the war excellent military cadres which 
were unquestionably loyal to the party and to the Fatherland. Suffice it to 
say that those of them who managed to survive, despite severe tortures to 
which they were subjected in the prisons, have from the first war days shown 
themselves real patriots and heroically fought for the glory of the Fatherland; 
I have here in mind such comrades as Rokossovsky (who, as you know, had 
been jailed), Gorbatov, Maretskov (who is a delegate at the present Con- 
gress), Podlas (he was an excellent commander who perished at the front), 
and many, many others. However, many such commanders perished in camps 
and jails and the Army saw them no more. 

All this brought about the situation which existed at the beginning of the 
war and which was the great threat to our Fatherland. 

It would be incorrect to forget that, after the first severe disaster and defeat 
at the front, Stalin thought that this was the end. In one of his speeches in 
those days he said; “All that which Lenin created we have lost forever.” 

After this Stalin for a long time actually did not direct the military opera- 
tions and ceased to do anything whatever. He returned to active leadership 
only when some members of the Political Bureau visited him and told him 
that it was necessary to take certain steps immediately in order to improve 
the situation at the front. 

Therefore, the threatening danger which hung over our Fatherland in the 
first period of the war was largely due to the faulty methods of directing the 
nation and the party by Stalin himself. 

However, we speak not only about the moment when the war began, which 
led to serious disorganization of our Army and brought us severe losses. 
Even after the war began, the nervousness and hysteria which Stalin demon- 
strated, interfering with actual military operation, caused our Army serious 
damage*. 

Stalin was very far from an understanding of the real situation which was 
developing at the front. This was natural because, during the whole Patriotic 
War, he never visited any section of the front or any liberated city except for 
one short ride on the Mozhaisk highway during a stabilized situation at the 
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from. To this incident were dedicated many literary works full of fantasies 
of all sorts and so many paintings. Simultaneously, Stalin was interfering 
with operations and issuing orders which did not take into consideration the 
real situation at a given section of the front and which could not help but 
result in huge personnel losses. 

The tactics on which Stalin insisted without knowing the essence of the 
conduct of battle operations cost us much blood until we succeeded in stop- 
ping the opponent and going over to the offensive. 

The military know that already by the end of 1941, instead of great opera- 
tional maneuvers flanking the opponent and penetrating behind his back, 
Stalin demanded incessant frontal attacks and the capture of one village after 
another. 

because of tliis, we paid with great losses— until our generals, on whose 
shoulders rested the whole weight of conducting the war, succeeded in chang- 
ing the situation and shifting to flexible-maneuver operations, which imme- 
diately brought serious changes at the front favorable to us. 

All the more shameful was the fact that, after our great victory over the 
enemy which cost us so mucli, Stalin began to downgrade many of the com- 
manders wild coiurihutcd so much to the victory over the enemy, because 
Stalin excluded cveiy possibility that services rendered at the front should be 
ciedited to anvone hut himself. 

In tlie same vein, let us take, for instance, our historical and military films 
and some liteiary creations; they make us feel sick. Their true objective is the 
(iropagation of (he theme of praising Stalin as a military genius. Let us recall 
the film. The Tull of Berlin. Here only Stalin acts; he issues orders in the 
hall in which there are many empty chairs and only one man approached him 
and reports something to him — that is Poskrebyshev, his loyal shield-bearer. 
(Laughter in the hall.) 

And where is the military command? Where is the Political Bureau? 
Where is the (iov eminent? What arc they doing and with what are they 
engaged? There is nothing about them in the film. Stalin acts for everybody; 
he docs not reckon with anyone; he asks no one for advice. Everything is 
shown to the nation in this false light. Why? In order to surround Stalin with 
glory, contrary to the facts and contrary to historical truth. 

The question arises: And where are the military, on whose shoulders rested 
the burden of the war? They are not in the film; with Stalin in, no room was 
left for them. 


DEPORTATION OF WHOLE NATIONS 
Comrades, let us reach for some other facts. The Soviet Union is justly 
considered as a model of a multinational state because we have in practice 
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assured the equality and friendship of all nations which live in our great 
Fatherland. 

All the more monstrous are the acts whose iniator was Stalin and which 
arc rude violations of the basic Leninist principles of the nationality policy of 
the Soviet state. We refer to the mass deportations from their native places 
of whole nations, together with all Communists and Komsomols without 
any exception; this deportation action was not dictated by any military 
considerations. 

Thus, already at the end of 1943, when there occurred a permanent break- 
through at the fronts of the Great Patriotic War benefiting the Soviet Union, 
a decision was taken and executed concerning the deportation of all the 
Karachai from the lands on which they lived. 

In the same period, at the end of December 1943, the same lot befell the 
whole population of the Autonomous Kalmyk Republic. In March 1944, all 
the Chechen and Ingush peoples were deported and the Chechen-Ingush 
Autonomous Republic was liquidated. In April 1944, all Balkars were de- 
ported to faraway places from the territory of the Kabardino-Balkar Au- 
tonomous Republic and the Republic itself was renamed the Autonomous 
Kabardian Republic. 

The Ukrainians avoided meeting this fate only because there were too 
many of them and there was no place to which to deport them. Otherwise, he 
would have deported them also. (Laughter and animation in the hall.) 

Not only a Marxist-Leninist but also no man of common sense can grasp 
how it is possible to make whole nations responsible for inimical activity, 
including women, children, old people, Communists and Komsomols, to use 
mass repression against them, and to expose them to misery and suffering 
for the hostile acts of individual persons or groups of persons. 

THE “LENINGRAD AFFAIr” 

After the conclusion of the Patriotic War, the Soviet nation stressed with 
pride the magnificent victories gained through great sacrifices and tremen- 
dous efforts. The country experienced a period of political enthusiasm. The 
party came out of the war even more united; in the fire of the war, party 
cadres were tempered and hardened. Under such conditions nobody could 
have even thought of the possibility of some plot in the party. 

And it was precisely at this time that the so-called “Leningrad affair” was 
horn. As we have now proven, this case was fabricated. Those who inno- 
cently lost their lives included Comrades Voznesensky, Kuznetsov, Rodionov, 
Popkov, and others. 

As is known, Voznesensky and Kuznetsov were talented and eminent lead- 
ers. Once they stood very close to Strim. It is sufficient to mention that Stalin 
made Voznesensky first deputy to the chairman of the Council of Ministers 
and Kuznetsov was elected Secretary of the Central Committee. The very fact 
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that Stalin entrusted Kuznetsov with the supervision of the state-security 
organs shows the trust which he enjoyed. 

How did it happen that these persons were branded as enemies of the 
people and liquidated ? 

Facts prove that the “Leningrad affair” is also the result of willfulness 
which Stalin exercised against party cadres. Had a normal situation existed 
in the party’s Central Committee and in the Central Committee Political 
Bureau, affairs of this nature would have been examined there in accordance 
with party practice, and all pertinent facts assessed; as a result, such an affair 
as well as others would not have happened. 

We must state that, after the war, the situation became even more compli- 
cated. Stalin became even more capricious, irritable and brutal; in particular 
his suspicion grew. His persecution mania reached unbelievable dimensions. 
Many workers were becoming enemies before his very eyes. After the war, 
Stalin separated himself from the collective even more. Everything was de- 
cided by him alone without any consideration for anyone or anything. 

This unbelievable suspicion was cleverly taken advantage of by the abject 
provocateur and vile enemy, Beria, who had murdered thousands of Commu- 
nists and loyal Soviet pecjple. l”he elevation of Voznesensky and Kuznetsov 
alarmed Beria. As we have now proven, it had been precisely Beria who had 
“suggested” to Stalin the fabrication by him and by his confidants of materials 
in the form of declarations and anonymous letters, and in the form of various 
rumors and talks. 

I'hc parly’s Central Committee has examined this so-called “Leningrad 
affair”; persons who innocently suffered are now rehabilitated and honor has 
been restored to the glorious Leningrad party organization. Abakumov and 
others who had fabricated this affair were brought before a court; their trial 
took place in Leningrad and they received what they deserved. 

I'he question arises; Why is it that we see the truth of this affair only now, 
and why did we not do something earlier, during Stalin’s life, in order to 
prevent the loss of innocent lives? It was because Stalin personally supervised 
the “Leningrad affair,” and the majority of the Political Bureau members 
did not, at that time, know all of the circumstances in these matters and could 
not therefore intervene. 

When Stalin received certain material from Beria and Abakumov, without 
examining these slanderous materials he ordered an investigation of the 
“affair” of Voznesensky and Kuznetsov. With this, their fate was scaled. 

THE RIFT WITH TITO 

The willfulness of Stalin showed itself not only in decisions concerning the 
internal life of the country but also in the international relations of the Soviet 
Union. 

The July plenum of the Central Committee studied in detail the reasons for 
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the development of conflict with Yugoslavia. It was a shameful role which 
Stalin played here. The “Yugoslav affair” contained no problems which could 
not have been solved through party discussions among comrades. There was 
no significant basis for the development of this “affair”; it was completely 
possible to have prevented the rupture of relations with that country. This 
does not mean, however, that the Yugoslav leaders did not make mistakes, or 
did not have shortcomings. But these mistakes and shortcomings were magni- 
fied in a monstrous manner by Stalin, which resulted in a break of relations 
with a friendly country. 

I recall the first days when the conflict between the Soviet Union and Yugo- 
slavia began artificially to be blown up. Once, when I came from Kiev to 
Moscow, I was invited to visit Stalin, who, pointing to the copy of a letter 
lately sent to Tito, asked me, “Have you read this?” 

Not waiting for my reply, he answered, “I will shake my little finger — and 
there will be no more Tito. He will fall.” 

We have dearly paid for this “shaking of the little finger.” This statement 
reflected Stalin’s mania for greatness, but he acted just that way: “I will shake 
my little finger--and there will be no Kossior”; “1 w'ill shake my little finger 
once more and Postyshev and Chubar will be no more”; “I will shake my 
little finger again -and Voznesensky, Kuznetsov and many others will dis- 
appear,” 

But this did not happen to Tito. No matter how much or how little Stalin 
shook, not only his little finger hut everything else that he could shake, Tito 
did not fall. Why? The reas(jn was that, in this case of disagreement wfth the 
Yugoslav comrades, Tito had behind him a state and a people who had gone 
through a severe school of fighting for liberty and independence, a people 
which gave support to its leaders. 

You sec to what Stalin’s mania for greatness led. He had completely lost 
consciousness of reality; he demonstrated his suspicion and haughtiness not 
only in relation to individuals in the USSR, but in relation to whole parties 
and nations. 

We have carefully examined the case of Yugoslavia and have found a proper 
solution which is approved by the peoples of the Soviet Union and of Yugo- 
slavia as well as by the working masses of all the people’s democracies and by 
all progressive humanity. The liquidation of the abnormal relationship with 
Yugoslavia was done in the interest of the whole camp of socialism, in the 
interest of strengthening peace in the whole world. 

THE AFFAIR OF THE “DOCTORS* PLOT*’ 

Let us also recall the “affair of the doctor-plotters.” (Animation in the 
hall.) Actually there was no “affair” 'Utsidc of the declaration of the woman 
doctor Timashuk, who was probably influenced or ordered by someone (after 
all, she was an unofficial collaborator of the organs of state security) to write 
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Stalin a letter in which she declared that doctors were applying supposedly 
improper methods of medical treatment. 

Such a letter was sufficient for Stalin to reach an immediate conclusion that 
there are doctor-plotters in the Soviet Union. He issued orders to arrest a 
group of eminent Srwiet medical specialists. He personally issued advice on 
the conduct of the investigation and the method of interrogation of the 
arrested persons. He said that the academician Vinogradov should be put in 
chains, another one should he beaten. Present at this Congress as a delegate 
is the former Minister of State Security, Comrade Ignatiev. Stalin told him 
curtly, “If you do not obtain confessions from the doctors we will shorten you 
by a head.” (Tumult in the hall.) 

Stalin personally called the investigative judge, gave him instructions, ad- 
vised him on which investigative methods should be used; these methods 
were simple — beat, beat and, once again, beat. 

Shortly after the doctors were arrested, we members of the Political Bureau 
received protocols with the doctors’ confessions of guilt. After distributing 
these protocols, Stalin told us, “You are blind like young kittens; what will 
ha{)pen without me? The country will perish because you do not know how 
to recognize enemies.” 

The case was so presented that no one could verify the facts on which the 
investigation was l)a.sed. There was no possibility of trying to verify facts by 
contacting those who had made the confe.ssions of guilt. 

We felt, however, that the case of the arrc.sted doctors was questionable. We 
knew some of these people personally because they had once treated us. When 
wc examined this “case” after Stalin’s death, we found it to be fabricated from 
beginning to end. 

I'his ignominious “case” was set up by Stalin; he did not, however, have 
the time in which to bring it to an end (as he conceived that end), and for 
this reason the doctors are still alive. Now all have been rehabilitated; they 
are working in the .same places they were working before; they treat top 
individuals, not excluding members of the Government; they have our full 
confidence; and they execute their duties honestly, as they did before. 

In organizing the various dirty and shameful cases, a very base role was 
played by the rabirl enemy of our party, an agent of a foreign intelligence 
.service — Bcria, who had stolen into Stalin’s confidence. In what way could 
this provocateur gain such a position in the party and in the state, so as to 
become the First Deputy Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the Soviet 
Union and a member of the Ontral Committee Political Bureau ? It has now 
been established that this villain had climbed up the Government ladder over 
an untold number of corpses. 

SELF-ADULATION 

Comrades: The cult of the individual acquired such monstrous size chiefly 
because Stalin himself, using all conceivable methods, supported the glorifica- 
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tion of his own person. This is supported by numerous facts. One of the most 
characteristic examples of Stalin’s self-glorification and of his lack of even 
elementary modesty is the edition of his Short Biography, which was pub- 
lished in 1948. 

This book is an expression of the most dissolute flattery, an example of 
making a man into a godhead, of transforming him into an infallible sage, 
“the greatest leader, sublime strategist of all times and nations.” Finally, no 
other words could be found with which to lift Stalin up 10 the heavens. 

We need not give here examples of the loathsome adulation filling this 
book. All we need to add is that they all were approved and edited by Stalin 
personally and some of them were added in his own handwriting to the draft 
text of the book. 

What did Stalin consider essential to write into this book? Did he want to 
cool the ardor of his flatterers who were composing his Short Biography? No! 
He marked the very places where he thought that the praise of his services 
was insufficient. Here are some examples characterizing Stalin’s activity, 
added in Stalin’s own hand; 

“In this fight against the skeptics and capitulators, the Trotskyites, Zino- 
vievites, Bukharinites and Kamenevites, there was definitely welded together, 
after Lenin’s death, that leading core of the party . . . that upheld the great 
banner of Lenin, rallied the party behind Lenin’s behests, and brought the 
Soviet people into the broad road of industrializing the country and collec- 
tivizing the rural economy. The leader of this core and the guiding force of 
the party and the state was Comrade Stalin.” 

Thus writes Stalin himself! Then he adds: 

“Although he performed his task as leader of the party and the people with 
consummate skill and enjoyed the unreserved support of the entire Soviet 
people, Stalin never allowed his work to be marred by the slightest hint of 
vanity, conceit or self-adulation.” 

Where and when couhl a leader so praise himself? Is this worthy of a 
leader of the Marxist-Leninist type? No. Precisely against this did Marx and 
Engels take such a strong position. This also was always sharply condemned 
by Vladimir Ilyich Lenin. 

In the draft text of his book appeared the following sentence: “Stalin is the 
Lenin of today.” This sentence appeared to Stalin to be too weak, so, in his 
own handwriting, he changed it to read: “Stalin is the worthy continuer of 
Lenin’s work, or, as it is said in our party, Stalin is the Lenin of today.” You 
see how well it is said, not by the nation but by Stalin himself. 

It is possible to give many such self-praising appraisals written into the draft 
text of that book in Stalin’s hand. Especially generously does he endow him- 
self with praises pertaining to his military genius, to his talent for strategy. 

I will cite one more insertion made by Stalin concerning the theme of the 
Stalinist military genius. “The advanced Soviet science of war received further 
development,” he writes, “at Comrade Stalin’s hands. Comrade Stalin elabo- 
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rated the theory of the permanently operating factors that decide the issue of 
wars, of active defense and the laws of counteroffensive and offensive, of the 
cooperation of all services and arms in modern warfare, of the role of big tank 
masses and air forces in modern war, and of the artillery as the most formid- 
able of the armed services. At the various stages of the war Stalin’s genius 
found the correct solutions that took account of all the circumstances of the 
situation.” (Movement in the hall.) 

And, further, writes Stalin: “Stalin’s military mastership was displayed 
both in defense and offense. Comrade Stalin’s genius enabled him to divine 
the enemy's plans and defeat them. The battles in which Comrade Stalin 
directed the Soviet armies arc brilliant examples of operational military 
skill.” 

In this manner was Stalin praised as a strategist. Who did this? Stalin 
himself, not in his role as a strategist but in the role of an author-editor, one 
f)f the main creators (jf his self-adulatory biography. Such, comrades, are the 
facts. We should rather say shameful facts. 

And otie adihlKinal fact from the same Short Biography of Stalin As is 
ktKAvri, V'/re Short Course of the History of the All-Union Communist Party 
{liolshet'i}{<) was written liy a c«)mmtsston of the party (Central Commit- 
tee. 

'I'his hook, parenthctitally, was also peimeatcd with the cult of the indi- 
vidual and was written by a designated group of authors. This fact was 
relict ted in the following formulation on the proof copy of the Short Biog- 
raphy ol Stalin: "A commission of the C'entral Committee, All-Union Com- 
munist Party (Bolsheviks), under the direction of Comrade Stalin and with 
his most active personal participation, has prepared a Short Course of the 
History of the All-Union Communist Party {Bolsheuil{s)C 

Hut even this phrase dul not satisfv Stalin: The following sentence replaced 
:i in the linal version of the Short Biography: “In appeared the book. 
History of the All-Union Communist Party {Bolsheviks), Short Course, writ- 
ten by C.’omraile Stalin and approved by a cmnmission of the Central Com- 
mittee, All Union C'ommunist Party (Bolsheviks).” Can one add anything 
more? (.\nunaiion in the hall.) 

i\s vou see, a surjirising metamorphosis changed the work created by a 
group into a Ixuik win ten by Stalin. It is not necessary to state how and why 
this metamorphosis took place. 

pertinent question c<*mcs to our mind: If Stalin is the author of this 
hook, why ilnl he need to praise the |XTson of Stalin so much and to trans- 
t«)rin the whole post October historical pe»'iod of our glorious Communist 
party soleU into an action of “the Stalin genius”? 

Ditl this hook properly reflect the efforts of the party in the socialist trans- 
lorinatitin of the country, in the construction of socialist society, in the in- 
dustriali/.ation and collectivization of the country, and also other steps taken 
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by the party which undeviatingly traveled the path outlined by Lenin? This 
book speaks principally about Stalin, about his speeches, about his reports. 
Everything without the smallest exception is tied to his name. 

And when Stalin himself asserts that he himself wrote tlu: Short Course 
of the History of the All-Union Communist Party (Bolshe^’t/(s), this calls at 
least for amazement. Can a Marxist-Leninist thus write about himself, prais- 
ing his ow'n person to the heavens? 

Or let us take the matter of the Stalin Prizes. (Movement in the hall.) Not 
even the Tsars created prizes which they named after themselves. 

WHERE WAS THE CENTRAL COMMITTEE.? 

Some comrades may ask us: Where were the members of the Political 
Bureau of the Central C>)mmittec? Why did they not assert themselves 
against the cult of the individual in time? And why is this being done only 
now ? 

First of all, we have to consider the fact that the members of the Political 
Bureau viewed these matters in a different way at dilTercnt limes. Initially, 
many of them backed Stalin actively because Stalin was one of the strongest 
Marxists and Ids logic, his strength and his will greatly influenced the cadres 
and party work. 

It is known that Stalin, after Lenin’s death, especially du/ing the first 
years, actively fought for Leninism against the enemies of Leninist theory 
and against those who deviated. Beginning with Leninist theory, the party, 
with its Central Committee at the head, started on a great scale the work of 
socialist industrialization of the country, agricultural collectivization and the 
cultural revolution. 

At that time Stalin gained great popularity, sympathy and support. The 
party had to fight those who attempted to lead the country away from the 
correct Leninist path; it had to fight Troiskyitcs, Zinovievites and rightists, 
and the bourgeois natir)nalists. This fight was indispensable. 

Later, however, Stalin, abusing his power more and mr^re, began to fight 
eminent party and Government leaders and to use terroristic methods against 
honest Soviet people. As we have already shown, Stalin thus handled such 
eminent party and Government leaders as Kossior, Rudzutak, Eikhe, Posty- 
shev and many others. 

Attempts to oppose groundless .suspicions and charges resulted in the op- 
ponent falling victim of the repression. This characterized the fall of Comrade 
Postyshev. 

In one of his speeches Stalin expressed his dissatisfaction with Postyshev 
and asked him, “What are you actually?” 

Po.styshev answered clearly, “I a— a Bolshevik, Comrade Stalin, a Bol- 
shevik.” 

This assertion was at first considered to show a lack of respect for Stalin; 
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later it was considered a harmful act and consequently resulted in Postyshcv*s 
annihilation and branding without any reason as a “people’s enemy.” 

In the situation which then prevailed 1 have talked often with Nikolai 
Alexandrovich Bulganin; once when wc two were traveling in a car, he said, 
“It has happened sometimes that a man goes to Stalin on his invitation as a 
friend. And, when he sits with Stalin, he docs not know where he will be 
sent next — home or to jail.” 

It IS clear that such conditions put every member of the Political Bureau 
in a very difficult situation. And, when we also consider the fact that in the 
last years the Ontral Onnmittce plenary sessions were not convened and that 
the .sessions of the Political Bureau occurred only occasionally, from time to 
time, then we will understand how dilTicult it was for any member of the 
Political Bureau to fake a stand again.st one or another unjust or improper pro- 
cedure, against .sciious errors and shortcomings in the practices of leadership. 


MILOVAN DJIIAS 


9. The ISeiv 


I 

Everything happened dilTercmly in the U.S.S.R. and other Communist 
countries Iroin what the leaders- even such prominent tmes as Lenin, Stalin, 
Trotsky, and Bukliarin -anticipatctl. 'Phey expected that the state would 
rapidly witlier aw'ay, that democracy would be strengthened. The reverse 
happened. 'Phey expected a rapid improvement in the standard of living — 
there has been .scarcely any change in this respect and, in the subjugated East 
European countries, the standartl has even declined. In every instance, the 
standaril of living has failed to rise in proportion to the rate of industrializa- 
tion. which was much more rapid. It was believed that the differences be- 
tween cities anti villages, between intellectual and physical labor, would 
slowly disappear; instead ihc.se differences have increased. Communist antici- 
patitMis in other arca.s- inclutling their expectations for developments in the 
non-Caimmunisi worltl -have also failed to materialize. 

The greatest illusittn was that industrialization and collectivization in the 
U.S.S.R., and dcstruciu)n of capitalist ownership, would result in a classless 
society. In ig^6, when the new Constitution was promulgated, Stalin an- 

• From MiIo\.in DiiLisi, The Men- Class (Frederick A. Praeger, 1957). By permission. 
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nounced that the “exploiting class” had ceased to exist. The capitalist and 
other classes of ancient origin had in fact been destroyed, but a new class, 
previously unknown to history, had been formed. 

It is understandable that this class, like those before it, should believe that 
the establishment of its power would result in happiness and freedom for all 
men. The only difference between this and other classes was that it treated 
the delay in the realization of its illusions more crudely. It thus affirmed that 
its power was more complete than the power of any other class before in 
history, and its class illusions and prejudices were proportionally greater. 

This new class, the bureaucracy, or more accurately the political bu- 
reaucracy, has all the characteristics of earlier ones as well as some new 
characteristics of its own. Its origin had its special characteristics also, even 
though in essence it was similar to the beginnings of other classes. 

Other classes, too, obtained their strength and power by the revolutionary 
path, destroying the political, social, and other orders they met in their way. 
However, almost without exception, these classes attained f^)ower after new 
economic patterns had taken shape in the old society. The case was the re- 
verse with new classes in the Communist systems. It did not come to power 
to complete a new economic order but to establish its own and, in so doing, 
to establish its power over society. 

In earlier epochs the coming to power of some class, some part of a class, 
or of some party, was the final event resulting from its formation and its 
development. The reverse was true in the U.S.S.R. There the new class was 
definitely formed after it attained power. Its consciousness had to develop 
before its economic and physical powers, because the class had not taken root 
in the life of the nation. This class viewed its role in relation to the world 
from an idealistic point of view. Its practical possibilities were not diminished 
by this. In spite of its illusions, it represented an objective tendency toward 
industrialization. Its practical bent emanated from this tendency. The promise 
of an ideal world increased the faith in the ranks of the new class and sowed 
illusions among the masses. At the same time it inspired gigantic physical 
undertakings. 

Because this new class had not been formed as a part of the economic and 
social life before it came to power, it could only be created in an organization 
of a special type, distinguished by a special discipline based on identical philo- 
sophic and ideological views of its members. A unity of belief and iron disci- 
pline was necessary to overcome its weaknesses. 

The roots of the new class were implanted in a special party, of the Bol- 
shevik type. Lenin was right in his view that his party was an exception in 
the history of human society, although he did not suspect that it would be 
the beginning of a new class. 

To be more precise, the initiators of the new class are not found in the 
party of the Bolshevik type as a whole but in that stratum of professional 
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revolutionaries who made up its core even before it attained power. It was 
not by accident that Lenin asserted after the failure of the 1905 revolution 
that only professional revolutionaries— men whose sole profession was revolu- 
tionary work — could build a new party of the Bolshevik type. It was still less 
accidental that even Stalin, the future creator of a new class, was the most 
outstanding example of such a professional revolutionary. The new ruling 
class has been gradually developing from this very narrow stratum of revolu- 
tionaries. These revolutionaries composed its core for a long period. Trotsky 
noted that in f)rc-revolutionary professional revolutionaries was the origin of 
the future St.ilinist bureaucrat. What he did not detect was the beginning 
of a new cla.ss of owneis and exploiters. 

This is not to say that the new p.irty and the new class arc identical. The 
party, however, is the core of that cla.ss, and its ba.se. It is very difficult, 
|)erhap.s impossiltle, to define the limits of the new class and to identify its 
members. The new lLiss may be saiil to be made up of iho.se who have special 
privdeges and ec«inomic preference because of the administrative monopoly 
they hold. 

Since administration is unavoid.tble in society, necessary administrative 
luiKtions tn.iv be tocxistenl with p.irasttic functions in the same person. Not 
eveiY nunilur ol ilu* paitv is a nieinbei of the new class, any more than every 
artisan or meinbei ol a muidk class [>arty is a bourgeois. 

In loose teims, as the new clas.s becomes stronger and attains a more 
peneptible pl\\ siognoniy, the role of the part) diminishes. The core and the 
b.isis of t!u* new cl.iss is created m the parly and at its top, as well as in the 
state politual 01 g. ins. The once live, compact parly, lull ol initiative, is dis- 
.ippe.ning to fmome translorimal into the traditional oligarchy of the new 
class, irresistibly drawing into its ranks those wdio aspire to join the new' class 
and repres.sing tbo.se who have any ideals. 

'I he party makes the cla.ss, but the clas.s grows as a result and uses the 
party as a b.isis. 'Ihe class grows stronger, w’hilc the parly grows weaker; 
this IS the inesc.ipable late ol every (k>mmuiiist j'arty in pow’cr. 

If It were not materially interested in production or if it did not have 
witliiti ii.self the potentialities for the creation of a new class, no party could 
act in so morallv and ideoKigically bxdhardy a fashion, let alone stay in pow'cr 
lor long. Stalin lieclarcd, after the end of the First b'ivc-Year Plan: “If we 
had not created tlu apparatus, we w'ould have failed!” He should have sub- 
stituted “iHwv class" for the word “apparatus,” and evciyihing would have 
been clearer. 

It seems unusual that a political parly could be the beginning of a new 
class. Parties are generally the product of classes and strata w'hich have be- 
come intellectually and economically strong. How'cver, if one grasps the 
aciihal conditions in pre-revolutionary Russia and in other countries in which 
Communism prcvailcil over national forces, it wdll be clear that a party of 
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this type is the product of specific opportunities and that there is nothing 
unusual or accidental in this being so. Although the roots of Bolshevism 
reach far back into Russian history, the party is partly the product of the 
unique pattern of international relationships in which Russia found itself at 
the end of the nineteenth and the beginning of the twentieth century. Russia 
was no longer able to live in the modern world as an absolute monarchy, 
and Russia’s capitalism was too weak and too dependent on the interests of 
foreign powers to make it possible to have an industrial revolution. This revo- 
lution could only be implemented by a new class, or by a change in the 
social order. As yet, there was no such class. 

In history, it is not important who implements a process, it is only im- 
portant that the process be implemented. Such was the case in Russia and 
other countries in which Communist revolutions took place. The revolution 
created forces, leaders, organizations, and ideas which were necessary to it. 
The new class came into existence for objective reasons, and by the wish, wits, 
and action of its leaders. 


II 

The social origin of the new class lies in the proletariat just as the ari.s- 
tocracy arose in a peasant society, and the bourgeoisie in a commercial and 
artisans’ society. There are exceptions, depending on national conditions, but 
the proletariat in economically underdeveloped countries, being backward, 
constitutes the raw material from which the new class arises. 

There arc other reasons why the new class always acts as the champion of 
the working class. The new class is anti-capitalistic and, consequently, logi- 
cally dependent upon the working strata. The new class is supported by the 
proletarian struggle and the traditional faith of the proletariat in a socialist, 
Communist society where there is no brutal exploitation. It is vitally impor- 
tant for the new class to assure a normal flow of production, hence it cannot 
ever lose its connection with the proletariat. Most important of all, the new 
class cannot achieve industrialization and consolidate its power without the 
help of the working class. On the other hand, the working class sees in ex- 
panded industry the salvation from, its poverty and despair. Over a long 
period of time, the interests, ideas, faith, and hope of the new class, and of 
parts of the working class and of the poor peasants, coincide and unite. Such 
mergers have occurred in the past among other widely different classes. Did 
not the bourgeoisie represent the peasantry in the struggle against the feudal 
lords ? 

The movement of the new class toward power comes as a result of the 
efforts of the proletariat and the poor. These are the masses upon which the 
party or the new class must lean and with which its interests are most closely 
allied. This is true until the new class finally establishes its power and au- 
thority. Over and above this, the new class is interested in the proletariat and 
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the poor only to the extent necessary for developing production and for 
maintaining in subjugation the most aggressive and rebellious social forces. 

The monopoly which the new class establishes in the name of the working 
class over the whole of sfKiety is, primarily, a monopoly over the working 
class itself. 1'his monopoly is first intellectual, over the soolled avant-garde 
proletariat, and then (jver the whole proletariat. This is the biggest deception 
the class must accomplish, but it shows that the power and interests of the 
new class lie primarily in industry. Without industry the new class cannot 
consolidate its position or authority. 

Former sons of the working class are the most steadfast members of the 
new class. It has always been the fate of slaves to provide for their masters 
the most clever and gifted representatives. In this case a new exploiting and 
governing class is born from the exploited class. 

Ill 

When (>)mmunist systems are being critically analyzed, it is considered 
that ilu ir fundamental distinction lies in the fact that a bureaucracy, organ- 
ized in a special stratum, rules over the people. This is generally true. How- 
ever, a more dclailtd analysis will show that only a special stratum of bureau- 
crats, those who are not administrative olficials, make up the core of the gov- 
erning bureaucracy, or, in my terminology, of the new class. This is actually 
a party or politic.d bureaucracy. Other officials arc only the apparatus under 
the coittrol of the new class; the apparatus may be clumsy and slow but, no 
matter what, it must exist in every socialist society. It is sociologically possible 
to draw the borderline between the different types of officials, but in practice 
they are practically indistinguishable. I'his is true not only because the Com- 
munist system by its very nature is bureaucratic, but because Communists 
handle the various important administrative functions. In addition, the 
stratum «)f political bureaucrats cannot enjoy their privileges if they do not 
give crumbs Irom their tables to other bureaucratic categories. 

It is important to note the fundamental differences between the political 
bureaucracies mentioned here and those which arise with every centralization 
in modern economy — especially centralizations that lead to collective forms 
ot owneiship such as monopolies, companies, and state ownership. The num- 
ber of while collar workers is constantly increasing in capitalistic monopolies, 
anil also in nationalized industries in the West. In Human Relations in Ad- 
ministration,^ R. Dubin says that state functionaries in the economy are being 
transformed into a special stratum of society. 

. . . Functionaries have the sense of a common destiny for all those who 
work together. They share the same interests, especially since there is rela- 
tively little competition insofar as promotion is in terms of seniority. In- 

‘ New York, Prentice-Hall, 1951. 
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group aggression is thus minimized and this arrangement is therefore 
conceived to be positively functional for the bureaucracy. However, the 
esprit de corps and informal social organization which typically develops 
in such situations often leads the personnel to defend their entrenched 
interests rather than to assist their clientele and elected higher officials. 

While such functionaries have much in common with C]!ommunist bureau- 
crats, especially as regards “esprit de corps,” they are not identical. Although 
state and other bureaucrats in non-Communist systems form a special 
stratum, they do not exercise authority as the Communists do. Bureaucrats 
in a non-Communist state have political masters, usually elected, or owners 
over them, while Communists have neither masters nor owners over them. 
The bureaucrats in a non-Communist state are officials in modern capitalist 
economy, while the Communists are something different and new: a new 
class. 

As in other owning classes, the proof that it is a special class lies in its 
ownership and its special relations to other classes. In the same way, the class 
to which a member belongs is indicated by the material and other privileges 
which ownership brings to him. 

As defined by Roman law, property constitutes the use, enjoyment, and 
disposition of material goods. The Communist political bureaucracy uses, 
enjoys, and disposes of nationalized property. 

If we assume that membership in this bureaucracy or new owning class is 
predicated on the use of privileges inherent in ownership — in this instance 
nationalized material goods — then membership in the new party class, or 
political bureaucracy, is reflected in a larger income in material goods and 
privileges than society should normally grant for such functions. In practice, 
the ownership privilege of the new class manifests itself as an exclusive right, 
as a parly monopoly, for the political bureaucracy to distribute the national 
income, to set wages, direct economic development, and dispose of national- 
ized and other property. This is the way it appears to the ordinary man who 
considers the Communist functionary as being very rich and as a man who 
docs not have to work. 

The ownership of private property has, for many reasons, proved to be 
unfavorable for the establishment of the new class’s authority. Besides, the 
destruction of private ownership was necessary for the economic transforma- 
tion of nations. The new class obtains its power, privileges, ideology, and its 
customs from one specific form of ownership — collective ownership — which 
the class administers and distributes in the name of the nation and society. 

The new class maintains that ownership derives from a designated social 
relationship. This is the relationship between the monopolists of administra- 
tion, who constitute a narrow and ck^-ed stratum, and the mass of producers 
(farmers, workers, and intelligentsia) who have no rights. But that is not 
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all, since the Communist bureaucracy also has complete monopolistic control 
over material assets. 

Every substantive change in the social relationship between those who 
monopolize administratitm and those who work is inevitably reflected in the 
ownership relationship. Social and political relations and ownership — ^the 
totalitarianism of government and the monopoly of ownership — are being 
more fully brought into accord in Communism than in any other political 
system. 

To divest (>)mmunists of their ownership rights would be to abolish them 
as a class. I’o compel them to relinquish their other social powers, so that 
workers may participate in sharing the profits of their work—which capi- 
talists have had to permit as a result of strikes and parliamentary action— 
would mean that Communists were being deprived of their monopoly over 
property, ideology, and government. This would be the beginning of democ- 
racy and freedom in ('ommunism, the end of Communist monopolism and 
totalitarianism. Until this happens, there can be no indication that important, 
fundamental changes are taking place in Communist systems, at least not in 
the eyes of men who think seriously alx)Ut social progress. 

The ownership privileges of the new class and membership in that class 
are the privileges of administration. This privilege extends from state admin- 
istration and the administration of economic enterprises to that of sports and 
humanitari.m organizations. Political, party, or so called “general leadership” 
is executed by the core. This position of leadership carries privileges with it. 
In his Stalin an pouvoir, published in Paris in 1951, Orlov states that the 
average pay of a worker in the U.S.S.R. in 1935 was 1,800 rubles annually, 
while the pay and allowances of the secretary of a rayon committee amounted 
to 45,(H)() rubles annually. The situation has changed since then for both 
workers and party functionaries, but the essence remains the same. Other 
authors have arrived at the same conclusions. Discrepancies between the 
pay of workers and party functionaries arc extreme; this could not be hidden 
frf)m persons visiting the U.S.S.R. or other ('ommunist countries in the past 
few years. 

Other systems, too, have their professional politicians. One can think well 
or ill of them, but they must exist. Society cannot live without a state or a 
government, and therefore it cannot live without those who fight for it. 

However, there arc fundamental differences between professional poli- 
ticians in other systems and in the Communist system. In extreme cases, 
jxiliticians in other systems use the government to secure privileges for them- 
selves and their cohorts, or to favor the economic interests of one social 
stratum or another. The situation is different with the Communist system 
where the power and the government are identical with the use, enjoyment, 
and disposition of almost all the nation’s goods. He who grabs power grabs 
privileges and indirectly grabs proj^erty. Consequently, in Communism, 
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power or politics as a profession is the ideal of those whf; have the desire 
or the prospect of living as parasites at the expense of others. 

Membership in the Communist Party before the Revolution meant sacri- 
fice. Being a professional revolutionary was one of the highest honors. Now 
that the party has consolidated its power, party membership means that one 
belongs to a privileged class. And at the core of the party are the all-powerful 
exploiters and masters. 

For a long time the Communist revolution and the Communist system 
have been concealing their real nature. The emergence ot the new class has 
been concealed under socialist phraseology and, more important, under the 
new collective forms of property ownership. The so-called socialist owner- 
ship is a disguise for the real ownership by the political bureaucracy. And 
in the beginning this bureaucracy was in a hurry to complete industrializa- 
tion, and hid its class composition under that guise. 

IV 

The fact that there is a new ownership class in Communist countries docs 
not explain everything, but it is the most important key to understanding 
the changes which are periodically taking place in these countries, especially 
in the U.S.S.R. 

It goes without saying that every such change in each separate Communist 
country and in the Communist system as a whole must be examined sepa- 
rately, in order to determine the extent and significance of the change in the 
specific circumstances. 'I'o do )his, however, the system should be under- 
stood as a whole to the fulkst extent possible. 

In connection with current changes in the U.S.S.R. it will be profitable to 
point out in passing what is occurring in the kolkhozes. The establishment 
of kolkhozes and the Soviet government policy toward them illustrates 
clearly the exploiting nature of the new class, 

Stalin did not and Khrushchev docs not consider kolkhozes as a “logical 
socialistic” form of ownership. In practice this means that the new class has 
not succeeded in completely taking over the management of the villages. 
Through the kolkhozes and the use j>f the ci>mpulsory crop-purchase system, 
the new class has succeeded in m.iking vassals of the peasants and grabbing 
a lion’s share of the peasants’ income, but the new class has not become the 
only power of the land. Stalin was completely aware of this. Before his death, 
in Economic Problems of Socialism in the U.S.S.R., Stalin foresaw that the 
kolkhozes should become state property, which is to say that the bureauc- 
racy should become the real owner. Criticizing Stalin for his excess use of 
purges, Khrushchev did not however remnince Stalin’s views on property in 
kolkhozes. The appointment by the new regime of 30,000 party workers, 
mostly to be presidents of kolkhozes, was only one of the measures in line 
with Stalin’s policy. 



480 ANTIDEMOCRATIC THOUGHT 

Just as under Stalin, the new regime, in executing its so-called liberalize 
lion policy, is extending the “socialist” ownership of the new class. Decen- 
tralization in the economy docs not mean a change in ownership, but only 
gives greater rights to the lower strata of the bureaucracy or of the new class. 
If the so-called liberalization and decentralization meant anything else, that 
would be manifest in the political right of at least part of the people to exer- 
cise some influence in the management of material goods. At least, the people 
would have the right to criticize the arbitrariness of the oligarchy. This 
would lead to the creation of a new political movement, even though it were 
only a U)yal o[)position. However, this is not even mentioned, just as democ- 
racy in the party is not mentioned. Liberalization and decentralization are 
in force only for Cxjmmunists; first for the oligarchy, the leaders of the new 
class; anti second, for those in the lower echelons. This is the new method, 
inevitable under changing coiuhtions, for the further strengthening and 
consolidation of monopolistic ownership and totalitarian authority of the 
new class. 

The fact that there is a new owning, monopolistic, and totalitarian class 
in Ojmfmmist countries calls for the following conclusion: All changes ini- 
tialed by the (>)mmunist chiefs are dictated first of all by the interests and 
a.spiraiions of the new class, which, like every social group, lives and reacts, 
delends itself and advances, with the aim of increasing its power. This does 
not mean, however, that such changes may not be important for the rest 
of the people as well. Although the innovations introduced by the new class 
have not yet materially altered the Communist system, they must not be 
underestimated. It is necessary to gain insight into the substance of these 
changes in ortler to determine their range and significance. 

I'he Oimrnunist regime, in common with others, must take into account 
the mooil and movement of the masses. Because r>f the exclusiveness of the 
C’t)mmunist Party and the absence of free public opinion in its ranks, the 
regime cannot discern the real status of the masses. However, their dissatis- 
faction does penetrate the consciousness of the top leaders. In spite of its 
totalitarian management, the new class is not immune to every type of 
opposition. 

Once in power, the Communists have no difficulty in settling their ac- 
counts with the bourgeoisie and large-estate owners. The historical develop- 
ment is hostile to them and their property and it is easy to arouse the masses 
against them. Seizing properly from the bourgeoisie and the large-estate 
owners is tjuile easy; difficulties arise when seizure of small properties is 
involved. Having acquired jrawer in the course of earlier expropriations, 
the C^immunisis can do even this. Relations are rapidly clarified: there are 
no more old classes and old owners, society is “classless,” or on the road to 
Inring .so, and men have started to live in a new manner. 

Under such conditions, demands to return to the old pre-revolutionary 
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relations seem unrealistic, if not ridiculous. Material and social bases no 
longer exist for the maintenance of such relations. The CV>mmunisis meet 
such demands as if they were jests. 

The new class is most sensitive to demands on the part .*f the people for 
a special kind of freedom, not for freedom in general or political freedom. 
It is especially sensitive to demands for freedom of thought and criticism, 
within the limits of present conditions and within the limits of “socialism”; 
not for demands for a return to previous social and ownership relations. 
This sensitivity originates from the class’s special position. 

The new class instinctively feels that national goods are, in fact, its prop- 
erty, and that even the terms “socialist,” “social,” and “state” property denote 
a general legal fiction. The new class also thinks that any breach of its 
totalitarian authority might imperil its ownership. Consequently, the new 
class opposes any type of freedom, ostensibly for the purpose of preserving 
“socialist” ownership. Criticism of the new class’s monopolistic administra- 
tion of property generates the fear r)f a possible loss of power. The new class 
is sensitive to these criticisms and demands depending on the extent to which 
they expose the manner in which it rules and holds power. 

This is an important contradiction. Properly is legally considered social 
and national property. But, in actuality, a single group manages it in its 
own interest. The discrepancy between legal and actual conditions continu- 
ously results in obscure and abnormal social and economic relationships. It 
also means that the words of the leading grr)Lip do not correspond to its 
actions; and that all actions result in strengthening its property holdings and 
its political position. 

This contradiction cannot be resolved without jeopardizing the class’s 
position. Other ruling, property-owning classes could not resolve this con- 
tradiction either, unless forcefully deprived of monopoly of power and own- 
ership. Wherever there has been a higher degree of freedom for society as a 
whole, the ruling classes have been forced, in one way or another, to re- 
nounce iTumopoly of ownership. The reverse is true also: wherever monopoly 
of ownership has been impossible, freedom, to some degree, has become 
inevitable. 

In Communism, power and ownership are almost always in the same 
hands, but this fact is concealed under a legal guise. In classical capitalism, 
the worker had equality with the capitalist before the law, even though the 
worker was being exploited and the capitalist was doing the exploiting. In 
Communism, legally, all are equal with respect to material goods. The for- 
mal owner is the nation. In reality, because of monopolistic administration, 
only the narrowest stratum of administrators enjoys the rights of ownership. 

Every real demand for freedom in Communism, the kind of demand that 
hits at the substance of Communism, boils <lown to a demand for bringing 
material and property relations into accord with what the law provides. 
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A demand for freedom — based on the position that capital goods pro- 
duced by the nation can be managed more efficiently by society than by pri- 
vate monopoly or a private owner, and consequently should actually be in 
the hands or under ccjntrol of society exercised through its freely elected rep- 
resentatives — would force the new class cither to make concessions to other 
forces, or to take off the mask and admit its ruling and exploiting charac- 
teristics. The type of ownership and exploitation which the new class creates 
by using its authority and its administrative privileges is such that even the 
class itself must deny it. Does not the new class emphasize that it uses its 
authority and administrative functions in the name of the nation as a whole 
to preserve national property.'^ 

This makes the legal position of the new class uncertain and is also the 
source of the new class’s biggest internal difficulties. The contradiction dis- 
closes the disharmony between words and actions: While promising to abol- 
ish social (li (Terences, it must always increase them by acquiring the products 
of the nation’s workshops and granting privileges to its adherents. It must 
proclaim loudly its dogma tliat it is fulfilling its historical mission of “final” 
liberation mankind from every misery and calamity while it acts in 
exactly the opposite way. 

The contradidion between the new class’s real ownership position and its 
legal position can furnish the basic reason for criticism. This contradiction 
has within it the ability not only to incite others but also to corrode the class’s 
own ranks, since privileges arc actually being enjoyed by only a few. This 
contradiction, when intensified, holds prosjiects of real changes in the Com- 
munist system, whether the ruling class is in favor of the change or not. The 
f.ict that this contradiction is so obvious has been the reason for the changes 
niaile by the new class, especially in so-called liberalization and decentraliza- 
tion. 

I’orced to withdraw and surrender to individual strata, the new class aims 
at concealing this contradiction and strengthening its own position. Since 
ownership and authority continue inuct, all measures taken by the new 
class- even those ilemocratically inspired — show a tendency toward strength- 
ening the m.magement of the political bureaucracy. The system turns demo- 
cratic measures into positive methods for consolidating the position of the 
ruling cl.is.ses. Slavery in ancient times in the East inevitably permeated all 
of society's activities and components, including the family. In the same way, 
the monopolism and totalitarianism of the ruling class in the Communist 
system are imposed on all the aspects of social life, even though the political 
heads are not aiming at this. 

Yugoslavia’s so-called workers’ management and autonomy, conceived at 
the lime of the struggle against Soviet imperialism as a far-reaching demo- 
cratic measure to deprive the party of the monopoly of administration, has 
been increasingly relegated to one of the areas of party work. Tnus, it is 
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hardly possible to change the present system. The aim oi creating a new 
democracy through this type of administration will not be achieved. Besides, 
freedom cannot be extended to the largest piece of the pie. Workers’ man- 
agement has not brought about a sharing in profits by those who produce, 
either on a national level or in local enterprises. This ty[)e of administration 
has increasingly turned into a safe type for the regime. Through various 
taxes and other means, the regime has appropriated even the share of the 
profits which the workers believed would be given to them. Only crumbs 
from the tables and illusions have been left to the workers. Without universal 
freedom not even workers’ management can become free. Clearly, in an 
unfree society nobody can freely decide anything. The givers have somehow 
obtained the most value from the gift of freedom they supposedly handed 
the workers. 

This does not mean that the new class cannot make concessions to the 
people, even though it only considers its own interests. Workers’ management, 
or decentralization, is a concession to the masses. Circumstances may drive 
the new class, no matter how monopolistic and totalitarian it may be, to 
retreat before the masses. In 1948, when the conflict broke out between 
Yugoslavia and the U,S.S.R., the Yugoslav leaders were forced to carry out 
certain reforms. But they stopped the process and even reversed it, as soon 
as they felt that they were in jeopardy. Something similar happened recently 
in other East European countries. 

In defending its authority, the ruling class must execute reforms every 
time it becomes obvious to the people that the class is treating national prop- 
erty as its own. Such reforms are not proclaimed as being what they really 
are, but rather as part of the “further development of socialism” and “social- 
ist democracy.” The groundwork for reforms is laid when the discrepancy 
mentioned above becomes public. From the historical point of view the new 
class is forced to fortify its authority and ownership constantly, even though 
it is running away from the truth. It must constantly demonstrate how it is 
successfully creating a society of happy people, all of whom enjoy equal 
rights and have been freed of every type of exploitation. The new class can- 
not avoid falling continuously into profound internal contradictions; for in 
spite of its historical origin it is not able to make its ownership lawful, and 
it cannot renounce ownership without undermining itself. Consequently, it 
is forced to try to justify its increasing authority, invoking abstract and un- 
real purposes. 

This is a class whose power over men is the most complete known to his- 
tory. For this reason it is a class with very limited views, views which are 
shaky because they are based on falsehoods. Closely knit, isolated, and in 
complete authority, the new class must unrealistically evaluate its own role 
and that of the people around it. 

Having achieved industrialization, the new class can now do nothing 
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more than strengthen its brute force and pillage the people. It ceases to create. 
Its spiritual heritage is overtaken by darkness. 

While the revolution can be considered an epochal accomplishment of the 
new class, its methf-ds of rule fill some of the most shameful pages in his- 
tory. Men will marvel at the grandiose ventures it accomplished and will 
be ashamed of the means it used. 

When the new class leaves the historical scene— and this must happen— 
there will be less sorrow over its passing than there was for any other class 
before it. Smothering everything except what suited its ego, it has condemned 
itself to failure and shameful ruin. 
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PRIVATE PROPERTY AND 
FREE ENTERPRISE 


For one hundred years, the “economic problem” 
has been a leitmotiv of political conflict in the Western world. The Industrial 
Revolution led to a rapid growth of wealth and population; but, like other 
revolutions, it created new problems not sufficiently anticipated beforehand. 
The intimate connection between political freedom and reasonable economic 
opportunity has been recognized in theory everywhere — although the solu- 
tions have varied in accordance with needs as qualified by history and tradi- 
tion. 

The liberal capitalistic approach to political economy has been more firmly 
entrenched in the United States than in any other country, more, even, than 
in England, where it originated. Just as John Locke’s doctrines of political 
government have influenced American ideas and institutions more strongly 
than those of anyone else, his economic philosophy has impinged upon Amer- 
ican economic life with equal measure. In his Two Treatises of Govern- 
ment (1690) Locke developed a theory of property which has permeated the 
economic and political foundations of the American system. In fact, the aura 
of Locke’s prestige has been so high that much economic doctrine has been 
attributed to him which directly contradicts his plainly stated views. 

Locke’s theory of property starts with the inc^uiry as to how private prop- 
erty can be justified at all. Since every man has a property in his own person, 
the “labor of his body and the work of his hands we may say are properly 
his,” Labor creates property: the human effort that is “mixed” with natural 
resources is the decisive criterion which alone justifies private property. Thus 
Locke avoids justifying property on the ground that “the law” protects it, and 
instead goes back to the law behind the law, the law of nature, according to 
which man’s property in his own body, also extends to its labor. 

But labor docs more than create property: it also determines the value of 
property. “It is labor indeed,” Locke says, “that puts the ditference of value 
on everything.” In fact, he stresses the proportion of labor in the value of an 
economic good highly enough to say that ‘ of the products of the earth useful 
to the life of man nine-tenths arc the effects of labor.” This Lockean theory 
of property — that labor is the title to property and the source of economic 
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value — was later more fully elaborated by Smith and Ricardo (who defended 
capitalism); in the hands of the socialists, Locke’s theory of value and prop- 
erty became the most powerful weapon of attacking capitalism. When Locke 
defended property on the ground of individual effort and initiative, he pro- 
tected the productive capacities of a new system of commercial and industrial 
capitalism against the shackles and curbs imposed by restrictive traditions of 
an authoritarian state. By making labor the title to property and the source 
of value, Locke translated the rise of a new class to power into terms of a new 
political economy. In relation to the age that preceded him, Locke’s economic 
philosophy — the liberation of the enterprising individual from paralyzing 
restrictions of force and custom — was altogether progressive. When the so- 
cialists — a century and a half after Locke — used the same theory of value to 
demand the socialization of the means of production, they did not prove that 
they were more progressive than he, but that certain economic facts had 
changed since Locke, especially the concentration of property and income. 

Locke himself did not work out a consistently unambiguous theory as to 
how much property a person may fairly claim for himself. In general, he is 
inclined to acknowledge that the right to property is limited: “As much as 
anyone can make use of to any advantage of life before it spoils, so much he 
may by his labor fix a property in; whatever is beyond this, is more than his 
share, and belongs to others. Nothing was made by God for man to spoil or 
destroy.’’ This relative equality of property, based on the individual’s limited 
capacity to make use of, and enjoy, earthly g(K)ds, would have lasted forever, 
“had not the invention of money, and by tacit agreement of men to put a 
value on it, introduced (by consent) larger possessions and a right to them.” 
1 he criterion which Locke applies is that of waste. Before money was in- 
vented, man had no moral right to hoard the products of the earth and allow 
them to rot and spoil. His capacity to consume perishable goods determined 
the amount of property he could rightfully own. In a later phase, man would 
exchange perishable fruit (like plums) for durable ones (like nuts). By dis- 
posing of the plums he had done his duty toward society, preventing their 
waste m his possession. From durable nuts to even more durable gold, or “a 
sparkling pebble or diamond,” was only a small and logical step. And if he 
kept on hoarding these durable goods (like gold and diamonds and money) 
“all his life, he invaded not the right of others.” Thus Locke arrives at defin- 
ing money as “some lasting thing that men might keep without spoiling, and 
that, by mutual consent, men would take in exchange for the truly useful but 
perishable supports of life.” In his doctrine of property Locke makes no seri- 
ous attempt to reconcile the teaching of natural law, which seems to result in 
reasonable equality of property, with the inequality of property which stems, 
by consent among men, from the use of money. 

What is the relation of property to government? Locke’s answer to this 
question has guided the makers of the American Constitution and those who 
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later applied and lived under it. He stresses the fact that p operty precedes 
government, and that the sole purpose of government, the reason why men 
give up the state of nature for a compact of political organization, is “for the 
mutual preservation of their lives, liberties, and estates, which I call by the 
general name, property." This broad Lockean concept of property exceeds 
man’s purely economic interests, and encompasses almost the whole orbit 
of his “life, liberty, and pursuit of happiness.” When he speaks of property 
what Locke thinks of includes economic property, but is by no means identi- 
cal with it. Of the three elements he lists, e«oiiomic property is probably con- 
sidered by him to be the most important; but it must be remembered that 
Locke thought of property as liberating its owner, rather than as enslaving 
others. 

Since consent establishes government and maintains it, and since the pres 
ervation of property is the purpose of government, it follows that the su- 
preme power of the state “cannot take from any man any part of his property 
without his own consent.” Even if a commonwealth is based on freely elected 
representative institutions, it cannot “dispose of the estates of the subjects 
arbitrarily.” The Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution of the United 
States embodies this Lockean thesis, that no State shall “deprive any person 
of life, liberty, or property, without due process of law.” 

In his passionate enthusiasm for the legislative branch of government as 
against the executive, Locke has bequeathed another ideological legacy 
which has retained stronger vitality in the United States than in England. 
There, the development of the cabinet system since the eighteenth century 
has controverted some of Locke’s misgivings about the inherent evil of a 
strong and effective executive. Despite Locke, England has not become a des 
potism, although her legislature has been overshadowed by the executive. 
Even after England voted Labor in 1945, her Prime Minister, far from be- 
ing a bloody tyrant (socialism was supposed to be the distilled essence of cen- 
tralization), turned out to be more than mild. In the United States, on the 
other hand, the Lockean sanctification of the legislative branch as con- 
trasted with the devil theory of the executive has by no means lost its vote- 
getting magic. 

Locke supported property with arguments based on reason and the law 
of nature. Edmund Burke came to the defense of property from a diametri- 
cally opposite point of view: the hi.storical method, combined with the con- 
ception that society was not (as Locke held) founded by a social contract, 
but was an organic, living being, greater and more significant than the in- 
dividuals who compose it. Burke’s Reflections on the Revolution tn France 
(1790) is probably still the most impressive statement of conservative politi- 
cal thought. In England his influence has been immense, and by no means 
confined to one political persuasion. In the United States his ideas have 
nurtured whatever conservative political philosophy was consciously devel- 
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oped. There is no dearth of conservatives in the United States, but conserva- 
tism as an ideology is often considered “Old World” and “un-American.” 
While Burke’s central interest lay in government, he was well aware of the 
role that property played in political institutions. 

He saw society not in terms of equal individuals, but of unequal groups 
and historically recognized interests. Property was such an interest, founded 
on prescription, rather than on natural law or abstract reasoning. The aris- 
tocracy and monarchy were also institutions based on prescription. While 
property is not the only criteriqn of the privileged classes and interests, 
which Burke deems worthy to rule the nation, he is well aware of the con- 
nections between properly and the established order; both he saw threatened 
by the progress of popular democracy in France. Whereas Locke attached 
to properly the qualification that it was originally equal, at least, Burke 
frankly stales the doctrine that the “characteristic essence of property, formed 
out f)f the combined principles of its acquisition and conservation, is to be 
unequal." 'The inequality of property that Burke defended was closely re- 
lated to his conception of society in which rank and privilege played such a 
large part. Oinversely, Burke fully realized, and approved of, political in- 
equality as the result of economic inequality. “Hereditary property and 
hereditary distinction” wholly composed the Hou.se of Lords, and he was 
pleased that the House of Commons was also made up (in his time) of 
large property owners. As to the unpropertied masses, Burke wanted them 
to be content with “V'^irtual Representation” under which, as he said in a 
lettei to Sir Hercules Langrishe (January 1792), “there is a communion 
ol interests, ami a sympathy in feelings and desires between those who act 
in the name of any description of people and the people in whose name 
they act, thougli the trustees are not actually chosen by them. This is virtual 
rcpre.seniation. Such a rcjirescntation I think to be in many cases even better 
than the actual.’ However, quite apart from Burke’s direct eulogies of prop- 
erty and its privdeges, his indirect support was possibly even more important. 
What mattered most was that Burke emphasized the values of prescription, 
inheritance, rank, and distinction, which all helped to buttress the cause of 
inequality of property and government. 

T he doctrine that of the three fundamental principles of government (the 
protection of life, liberty, and property), “the chief of these is property,” is 
forcefully cspou.scd by Mr. Justice Van Orsdel, of the Court of Appeals of 
the District of C'olumbia, in Childrens Hospital of the District of Columbia 
V. Adhjns (1922). Ihe issue involved was whether a minimum-wage law 
for women, passed by Congress in September, 1918, was constitutional. The 
Supreme Court of the District of Columbia, like the lower court, had de- 
clared it unconstitutional in 1921; the Court of Appeal upheld this de- 
cision in 1922, and was supported by the Supreme Court of the United 
States in 192.^, on the ground that minimum-wage laws violated the “free- 
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dom of contract.” It was only in 1937 that the supreme Court reversed itself, 
and held minimum-wage laws constitutional in West Coast Hotel v. Parrish 
(1937). The difference between 1922 and 1937 was a great depression and 
a New Deal. 

In the seventeenth century the defense of private property was directed 
against absolute monarchs and restrictive legal and economic rules and cus- 
toms. In the twentieth century, private property is on the defensive against 
the expanding force of socialism. Walter Lippmann’s The Good Society 
(1937) is probably the clearest restatement of the theory of private property 
in an increasingly collectivist age. Lippmann disagrees with Locke’s natural- 
law interpretation of property as being prior and superior to government: 
“The title to property is a construction of the law. Contracts are legal in- 
struments. Corporations are legal creatures. It is, therefore, misleading to 
think of them as existing somehow outside the law and then to ask whether it 
is permissible to ‘interfere’ with them.” Unlike Locke, who lived at the dawn 
of the capitalist system and therefore could hardly foresee its blemishes, 
Lippmann lives in the era of “late capitalism” (“Spatkapitalismus,” as Som- 
bart called it), which has revealed how the system can be abused. 

The extreme individualism which insists 011 no regulation of property 
and private rights seems to Lippmann to be as unreal as the universal regu- 
lation of all human relations by official commands is arbitrary and unjust. 
Lippmann pleads for the strengthening of the rule of law as opposed to au- 
thoritarian decisions of irresponsible rulers.’ The function of the state is to 
adjust conflicts and disputes between private citizens in their dealings with 
each other, rather than to conduct their affairs through administrative ma- 
chinery. Where Locke favored the legislative branch of the government 
against the executive, Lippmann is an equally strong partisan of the judiciary 
and the judicial method against the administrative method. The judicial 
method, based on the principles of the common law, is characteristic of “dem- 
ocratic liberalism”; the method of “arbitrary sovereign commands” expres- 
ses “authoritarian collectivism.” 

How is private property to be made secure in an age in which it is con- 
stantly attacked? “The real security of private property,” Lippmann writes, 
“must rest not on a fatuous longing for a sole and despotic dominion 
over the necessities of all men’s existence but on a reconciliation of all men’s 
claims in a system of substantially equal rights. It is not loyalty to the cause 
of private property to confirm the monopolists in their privileges. To do 
that is to prepare the extinction of private property either by general disorder 
and pillage or by the establishment of an administered collectivism. The 
true principle is to be ready to liquidate these rights of possession which 
enable some men, by excluding all other men from access to land and to the 
resources of nature, to exact a tribute based not on their own labor but 
on mere legal possession.” Lippmann is confident that the giant business 
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corporations and monopolies are not a necessary development in the capi- 
talist system, and can be reformed by remedial legislation. 

Among twentieth-century economists Ludwig von Mises is perhaps the 
most uncompromising defender of laissez-faire capitalism. As early as 
1922 Mises published Socialism, whose arguments against economic plan- 
ning later gained wider notoriety through the more popular writings of 
F. A. Hayek and Walter Lippmann. Mises’ crowning work is Human Ac- 
tion: A Treatise on Economics (1949), a massive synthesis of his thought. 
He sees in the capitalistic market economy the only possibility for indi- 
vidual liberty, and he totally opposes government interference in economic 
affairs, because “gr)vernment means always coercion and compulsion and is 
by necessity the opposite of liberty.” Mises admits that the capitalistic market 
economy brings about inequalities of wealth and income, but he argues 
that the [planned economy — the alternative to capitalism — extorts an even 
higher jrrice from srreiety, for ultimately it must lead to the totalitarian police 
slate, 111 which ihcie is neither freedom nor equality. 

for a long time, the main criticism of business in the United States was 
not directed against the principle of piivate property and enterprise as such, 
but against monopoly and the “curse of bigness,” as Hrandeis called it. Much 
ol the popular political ajipcal of Wilson’s New Freedom and Roosevelt’s 
New Deal was based on the fight against Big Business. It is therefore 
df)uhly interesting th.it .in elTcctive defense of Big Business will be found in 
the woik ol a political economist and public servant long associated with the 
New Deal, D.ivid F.. Lilienthal. In his work, Big Business: A New Era 
(iir, 0 , Lihenthal draws on his experience as chairman of the Tennessee 
Valley .\uih(»rit) and, later, of the Atomic Fnergy Commission, as well as 
on experience in business after leaving government service. The very size of 
the United St.itcs, coupled with the most productive economy the world has 
ever seen, inevitably leads to big business; “To compete in the big market 
takes Bigne.ss. What makes lor size, then, is the big market. We need Big 
Business lor a big country.” In examining the “fruits of bigness,” Lilien- 
thal emphasizes that the very survival of the United States may depend on 
the productivity of its Big Business, not only in turning out the necessary 
armament,s, but also in maintaining a high flow of civilian goods and serv- 
ices and providing economic and military aid to those nations whose free- 
dom and security are linked with those ol the United States. Moreover, Lil- 
icnthal points out, individual security benehts from Big Business more than 
from smaller enterprises; Rig Business is in a better position when it comes 
to long-term planning ot production, stability of employment, and the pro- 
vision of services like pensions and sickness benefits. Finally, in the field of 
labor-management relations, the greatest progress has been made in the mass- 
production industries like steel and automobiles, in which Big Business 
predominates. 
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Lilienthal also stresses the importance of scientific and technological re- 
search and its relation to bigness. Great discoveries are still made occasion- 
ally in small laboratories, by one or a few men. But even in such cases, it 
takes the resources of larger industrial etsablishments to translate the dis- 
coveries into economic realities. More and more, therefore, industrial re- 
search is carried on by big corporations, because it requires large financial 
resources and many years of waiting. Thus, to provide but one example, 
Du Pont spent $27,000,000 and thirteen years of research before nylon 
could be sold commercially. 

Concerning the relation of Big Business and competition, Lilienthal de- 
nies that the ^o are incompatible. In the first place, advances in research 
become an increasingly important clement in the competitive position of 
a firm. Secondly, Big Business produces a new kind of competition — “in 
ternal competition,” as Lilienthal calls it — which is the direct result of big- 
ness. Thus, there is competition not only between General Motors and Chrys- 
ler products, but within General Motors, itself the Chevrolet car competes 
with Pontiac, or Buick with Oldsmobile. 

The problem of competition in the changing American economy is the 
key issue in one of the most brilliantly written books in contemporary eco- 
nomics, American Capitalism: The Concept of Countervailing Power 
(1952), by John Kenneth Galbraith. In classical economics, competition 
was conceived in terms of many sellers each with a small share of the 
market, and restraint of excessive private economic power was provided by 
competing firms on the same side of the market. Galbraith concedes that 
this classical model of competition has largely disappeared, since many mar- 
kets have become dominated by a few firms frequently operating in tacit 
collusion as to major policy decisions. Yet he docs not conclude from the 
widespread disappearance of traditional competition that there is no longer 
any restraint of private economic power left. In fact, new restraints have 
taken the place of the old competitive mechanism, and these restraints— 
termed by Galbraith “countervailing power” — arc the very product of con- 
centration and bigness. But these new factors of restraint “appeared not on 
the same side of the market but on the opposite side, not with competitors 
but with customers and suppliers.” Thus the concentration of industrial en- 
terprises has led not only to a few sellers, but has also brought about the 
predominant position of a few buyers. Galbraith explains the growth and 
expansion of retailers like Sears, Roebuck or the A & P in terms of counter- 
vailing power; by contrast, the absence of a few large firms in the housing 
industry has meant more traditional competition and less efficiency, as the 
many small enterprises in the housing industry are unable to put counter- 
vailing pressure on labor unions and suppliers of materials. In the field of 
labor, too, Galbraith is impressed b> the fact that strong unions have de- 
veloped mainly when faced by strong corporations, as in the steel, automo- 
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bile, and electrical industries. By contrast, “there is not a single union of any 
consequence in American agriculture, the country’s closest approach to the 
competitive model.” Galbraith concedes that countervailing power is not 
universally effective as a restraint on private economic power, and it signally 
fails to function in inflation, when relative scarcity of demand disappears, 
when tf)o many buyers compete for available goods and services. If supply is 
small in relation to demand, the seller need not surrender to the bargaining 
power of the buyer, who thus loses his capacity of countervailing power. 

Lilienthal’s defense of big business and Galbraith’s concept of counter- 
vailing power arc critically examined in Edward S. Mason’s “The New Com- 
pctitir)n” (1953). Contrary to the “apostles of bigness,” as 5 ie calls them. 
Mason holds that share of the marl^et is still a crucial prima facie indication 
of marf{et power, and as such a proper concern of public policy. The weak- 
ness of the concept of countervailing power lies in the fact that, though the 
power of the large seller may be checked by that of the large buyer, the re- 
sulting benefit need not be passed on to the consumer: “It may well be that 
the {)rc(loniinant effect will be merely a division of potential monopoly 
profits between the large buyer and the large seller.” 

In substituting the few giant competitive units of the twentieth century 
for the many small ones of the eighteenth, the theory of countervailing power 
still assumes that a socially just market equilibrium may be obtained with- 
out the intervention of the community in defense^of the public interest. 
In a sense, therefore, the concept of countervailing power, illuminating and 
provocative as it is, is a sophisticated restatement of the doctrine of the self- 
regulating market of classical economics. 

Im{)licitly rejecting the concept of countervailing power, A. A. Berlc sug- 
gests in Economic’ Power and the Free Society (1957) a more political and 
philosophical apjiroach. Since his publication (with G. C. Means) of The 
Modern Corporation and Private Property (1932), Berlc has been recognized 
as the world’s leading student of the modern corporation and its role in the 
changing society of the last hundred years. In Economic Power and the Free 
Society Berlc first points out that from its infancy in the late eighteenth and 
early nineteenth centuries the corporation was viewed with concern lest it 
accumulate t(Ki much economic wealth and power. The early fears proved 
remarkably accurate, yet the corporation grew despite all kinds of half- 
hearted limitations, “because there was no real way of constricting a corpo- 
ration whose business the community needed. If its economic functions were 
necessary to the \sclfarc of the community, the law somehow had to recog- 
nize the fact, however backhandcdly.” 

Yet two asj^ccts of the corporation have continued to cause concern. First, 
there is the question of bigness and the inevitable power resulting from it. 
About 150 American corporations control half of American manufacturing — 
or nearly one quarter of the world’s manufacturing. This concentration of 
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economic power, writes Berle, “makes the medieval feudal system look like 
a Sunday School party.” The second major problem is the way in which the 
modern corporation is governed. The shareholdersMegally the owners of 
the corporation — have little, if anything, to say about how the corporation is 
to be managed. Their function has become, in Berle’s terminology, “passive 
receptive.” They receive an annual dividend, but have little or no influence 
on the management of their corporation. The element of control or power 
in the corporation is in the body of the directors, the “self-perpetuating oli- 
garchy” of management. This tremendous power of management is not cir- 
cumscribed by any clearly defined principles of accountability and responsi- 
bility; thus the question of legitimacy arises, for “whenever there is a question 
of power there is a question of legitimacy.” Power must rest on some moral 
foundation, particularly in a society that claims to adhere to a system of con- 
stitutional liberty. In the medieval system of feudalism, the “lords temporal” 
were counterbalanced by the “lords spiritual.” Who is to play the role of the 
“lords spiritual” in the twentieth-century corporate economy.? 

Berle has no ready-made solution, but he is skeptical that purely legal 
remedies will do. He puts his faith in the development of controls that 
are essentially intellectual and philosophical, supplemented by the gradual 
growth of a sense of responsibility among the managers of corporate business. 
If the economic functions of the corporation are to be reconciled with the 
political principles of a free society, there will have to be a growing accept- 
ance of the doctrine that where a corporation affects the lives of many people 
it should be subject to constitutional restraints similar to those that now 
apply to political government on the federal or state levels. So far, it is not 
certain by what means such consensus can be attained, if at all, and ultimate 
progress will depend on the capacity for fresh thinking. 


JOHN LOCKE 


1. The End 0 / Governmeni* 


Whether we consider natural reason, which tells us that men being once 
born have a right to their preservation, and consequently to meat and drink 
and such other things as nature affords for their subsistence; or revelation, 
which gives us an account of those grants God made of the world to 
Adam, and to Noah and his sons, 'tis very clear that God, as King David 
says, Psalm CXV. 16, “has given the earth to the children of men,” given it to 

•From John Locke, Two Treatises of Government (1690). 
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mankind in common. But this being supposed, it seems to some a very 
great difficulty how anyone should ever come to have a property in anything. 
1 will not content myself to answer that if it be difficult to make out property 
upon a supposition that God gave the world to Adam and his posterity in 
common, it is impossible that any man but one universal monarch should 
have any property upon a supposition that God gave the world to Adam 
and his heirs in succession, exclusive of all the rest of his posterity. But I 
shall endeavor to show how men might come to have a property in several 
parts of that which God gave to mankind in common, and that without any 
express compact of all the commoners. 

God, who hath given the world to men in common, hath also given them 
reason to make use of it to the best advantage of life and convenience. The 
earth and all that is therein is given to men for the support and comfort of 
their being. And though all the fruits it naturally produces, and beasts it 
feeds, belong to mankind in common, as they arc produced by the spontane- 
ous hand of nature; and nobody has originally a private dominion exclusive 
of the rest of mankind in any of them as they are thus in their natural state; 
yet being given for the use of men, there must of necessity be a means to ap- 
propriate them some way or other before they can be of any use or at all 
beneficial to any particular man. The fruit or venison which nourishes the 
wild Indian, who knows no enclosure, and is still a tenant in common, must 
be his, and so his, i.c., a part of him, that another can no longer have any 
right to it, before it can do any good for the support of his life. 

Though the earth and all inferior creatures be common to ail men, yet every 
man has a property in his own person; this nobody has any right to but him- 
self. The labor of his body and the work of his hands we may say are properly 
his. Whatsoever, then, he removes out of the state that nature hath provided 
and left it in, he hath mixed his labor with, and joined to it something that is 
his own, and thereby makes it his property. It being by him removed from the 
common state nature placed it in, it hath by this labor something annexed to 
it that excludes the common right of other men. For this labor being the un- 
i]uestionablc property of the laborer, no man but he can have a right to what 
that is once Joined to, at least where there is enough, and as good left in com- 
mon for others. 

He that is nourished by the acorns he picked up under an oak, or the apples 
he gathered from the trees in the wood, has certainly appropriated them to 
himself. Nobody can deny but the nourishment is his. I ask, then. When did 
they begin to be his— when he digested, or when he ate, or when he boiled, 
or when he brought them home, or when he picked them up? And ’tis plain 
if the first gathering made them not his, nothing else could. That labor put a 
distinction between them and common; that added something to them more 
than nature, the common mother of all, had done, and so they became his 
private right. And will anyone say he had no right to those acorns or apples 
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he thus appropriated, because he had not the consent of all mankind to make 
them his? Was it a robbery thus to assume to himself what belonged to all in 
common? If such a consent as that was necessary, man had starved, notwith- 
standing the plenty God had given him. Wc see in commons which remain so 
by compact that ’tis the taking any part of what is common and removing it 
out of the state nature leaves it in, which begins the property; without which 
the common is of no use. And the taking of this or that part does not depend 
on the express consent of all the commoners. Thus the grass my horse has bit, 
the turfs my servant has cut, and the ore I have dug in any place where I 
have a right to them in common with others, become my property without 
the assignation or consent of anybody. The labor that was mine removing 
them out of that common state they were in, hath fixed my property in them. 

By making an explicit consent of every commoner necessary to anyone’s 
appropriating to himself any part of what is given in common, children or 
servants could not cut the meat which their father or master had provided 
for them in common without assigning to everyone his peculiar part. 
Though the water running in the fountain be everyone’s, yet who can doubt 
but that in the pitcher is his only who drew it out ? His labor hath taken it 
out of the hands of Nature where it was common, and belonged equally to 
all her children, and hath thereby appropriated it to himself. 

Thus this law of reason makes the deer that Indian’s who hath killed it; 
it is allowed to be his goods who hath bestowed his labor upon it, though, be- 
fore, it was the common right of everyone. And amongst those who are 
counted the civilized part of mankind, who have made and multiplied posi- 
tive laws to determine property, this original law of nature for the beginning 
of property, in what was before common, still takes place, and by virtue 
thereof, what fish anyone catches in the ocean, that great and still remaining 
common of mankind; or what ambergris anyone takes up here is by the labor 
that removes it out of that common state nature left it in, made his property 
who takes that pains about it. And even amongst us, the hare that anyone is 
hunting is thought his who pursues her during the chase. For being a beast 
that is still looked upon as common, and no man’s private possession, who- 
ever has employed so much labor about any of that kind as to find and pursue 
her has thereby removed her from the state of nature wherein she was com- 
mon, and hath began a property. 

It will perhaps be objected to this, that if gathering the acorns, or other 
fruits of the earth, etc., makes a right to them, then anyone may engross as 
much as he will. To which 1 answer. Not so. The same law of nature that 
does by this means give us property, does also bound that property too. “God 
has given us all things richly” (I Tim. vi. 17), is the voice of reason confirmed 
by inspiration. But how far has He given it us? To enjoy. As much as anyone 
can make use of to any advantage of life before it spoils, so much he may by 
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his labor fix a property in; whatever is beyond this, is more than his share, 
and belongs to others. Nothing was made by God for man to spoil or destroy. 
And thus considering the plenty of natural provisions there was a long 
time in the world, and the few spenders, and to how small a part of that pro- 
vision the industry of one man could extend itself, and engross it to the preju. 
dice of others — especially keeping within the bounds, set by reason, of what 
might serve for his use— there could be then little room for quarrels or con- 
tentions about property so established. 

But the chief matter of property being now not the fruits of the earth, and 
the beasts that subsist on it, but the earth itself, as that which takes in and 
carries with it all the rest, I think it is plain that property in that, too, is ac- 
quired as the former. As much land as a man tills, plants, improves, culti- 
vates, and can use the product of, so much is his property. He by his labor 
docs as it were enclose it from the common. Nor will it invalidate his right to 
say, everybody else has an equal title to it; and therefore he cannot appropri- 
ate, he cannot enclose, without the consent of all his fellow-commoners, all 
mankind. God, when He gave the world in common to all mankind, com- 
manded man also to labor, and the penury of his condition required it of 
him. God and his reason commanded him to subdue the earth, i.e., improve 
it for the benefit of life, and therein lay out something upon it that was his 
own, his labor. He that, in obedience to this command of God, subdued, 
tilled, and sowed any part of it, thereby annexed to it something that was his 
property, which another had no title to, nor could without injury take from 
liim. 

Nor was this appropriation of any parcel of land, by improving it, any 
prejudice to any other man, since there was still enough and as good left; and 
more than the yet unprovided could use. So that in effect there was never 
the less left for others because of his enclosure for himself. For he that leaves 
as much as another can make use of, docs as good as take nothing at all. No- 
body could think himself injured by the drinking of another man, though 
he took a good draught, who had a whole river of the same water left him 
to quench his thirst; and the case of land and water, where there is enough 
of both, is perfectly the same. 

God gave the world to men in common; but since He gave it them for 
their benefit, and the greatest conveniences of life they were capable to draw 
from it, it cannot be supposed He meant it should always remain common 
and uncultivated. He gave it to the use of the industrious and rational (and 
labor was to be his title to it), not to the fancy or covetousness of the quarrel- 
some and contentious. He that had as good left for his improvement as was 
already taken up, needed not complain, ought not to meddle with what was 
already improved by another’s labor; if he did, it is plain he desired the bene- 
fit of another’s pains, which he had no right to, and not the ground which 
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God had given him in common with others to labor on, and whereof there 
was as good left as that already possessed, and more than he knew what to 
do with, or his industry could reach to. 

It is true, in land that is common in England, or any other country where 
there is plenty of people under Government, who have money and commerce, 
no one can enclose or appropriate any part without the consent of all his 
fellow-commoners: because this is left common by compact, i.e., by the law 
of the land, which is not to be violated. And though it be common in respect 
of some men, it is not so to all mankind; but is the joint property of this coun- 
try, or this parish. Besides, the remainder, after such enclosure, would not 
be as good to the rest of the commoners as the whole was, when they could all 
make use of the whole; whereas in the beginning and first peopling of the 
great common of the world it was quite otherwise. The law man was under 
was rather for appropriating. God commanded, and his wants forced him, to 
labor. That was his property, which could not be taken from him wherever 
he had fixed it. And hence subduing or cultivating the earth, and having do- 
minion, we see are joined together. The one gave title to the other. So that 
God, by commanding to subdue, gave authority so far to appropriate. And 
the condition of human life, which requires labor and materials to work on, 
necessarily introduces private possessions. 

The measure of property nature has well set by the extent of men’s labor 
and the conveniency of life. No man’s labor could subdue or appropriate 
all, nor could his enjoyment consume more than a small part; so that it was 
impossible for any man, this way, to entrench upon the right of another or 
acquire to himself a property to the prejudice of his neighbor, who would 
still have room for as good and as large a possession (after the other had taken 
out his) as before it was appropriated. Which measure did confine every 
man’s possession to a very moderate proportion, and such as he might ap- 
propriate to himself without injury to anybody in the first ages of the world, 
when men were more in danger to be lost, by wandering from their company, 
in the then vast wilderness of the earth than to be straitened for want of room 
to plant in. 

The same measure may be allowed still, without prejudice to anybody, full 
as the world seems. For, supposing a man or family, in the state they were at 
first, peopling of the world by the children of Adam or Noah, let him plant 
in some inland vacant places of America. We shall find that the possessions 
he could make himself, upon the measures wc have given, would not be 
very large, nor, even to this day, prejudice the rest of mankind or give them 
reason to complain or think themselves injured by this man’s encroachment, 
though the race of men have now spread themselves to all the corners of the 
world, and do infinitely exceed the small number that was at the beginning. 
Nay, the extent of ground is of so little value without labor that I have heard 
it affirmed that in Spain itself a man may be permitted to plough, sow, and 
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reap, without being disturbed, upon land he has no other tide to, but only his 
making use of it. But, on the contrary, the inhabitants think themselves be- 
holden to him who, by his industry on neglected, and consequently waste 
land, has increased the stock of corn, which they wanted. But be this as it 
will, which I lay no stress on, this I dare boldly affirm, that the same rule of 
propriety — viz., that every man should have as much as he could make use 
of, would hold still in the world, without straitening anybody, since there is 
land enough in the world to suffice double the inhabitants, had not the in- 
vention of money, and the tacit agreement of men to put a value on it, intro- 
duced (by consent) larger possessions and a right to them; which, how it has 
done, I shall by and by show more at large. 

This is certain, that in the beginning, before the desire of having more 
than man needed had altered the intrinsic value of things, which depends 
only on their usefulness to the life of man; or had agreed that a little piece of 
yellow metal which would keep without wasting or decay should be worth 
a great piece of flesh or a whole heap of corn, though men had a right to ap- 
propriate by their labor, each one to himself, as much of the things of nature 
as he could use, yet this could not be much, nor to the prejudice of others, 
where the same plenty was still left to those who would use the same indus- 
try- 

Before the appropriation of land, he who gathered as much of the wild 
fruit, killed, caught, or tamed as many of the beasts as he could; he that so 
employed his pains about any of the spontaneous products of nature as in any 
way to alter them from the state which nature put them in, by placing any 
of his labor on them, did thereby acquire a propriety in them. But if they per- 
ished in his possession without their due use; if the fruits rotted, or the veni- 
son putrefied before he could spend it, he offended against the common law 
of nature, and was liable to be punished; he invaded his neighbor’s share, for 
he had no right further than his use called for any of them and they might 
serve to afford him conveniences of life. 

The same measures governed the possessions of land, too. Whatsoever he 
tilled and reaped, laid up, and made use of before it spoiled, that was his pe- 
culiar right; whatsoever he enclosed and could feed and make use of, the 
cattle and product was also his. But if either the grass of his enclosure rotted 
on the ground, or the fruit of his planting perished without gathering and 
laying up, this part of the earth, notwithstanding his enclosure, was still to 
be looked on as waste, and might be the possession of any other. Thus, at the 
beginning, Cain might take as much ground as he could till and make it his 
own land, and yet leave enough for Abel’s sheep to feed on; a few acres 
would serve for both their possessions. But as families increased, and industry 
enlarged their stocks, their possessions enlarged with the need of them; but 
yet it was commonly without any fixed property in the ground they made 
use of, till they incorporated, settled themselves together, and built cities; 
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and then, by consent, they came in time to set out the bounds of their distinct 
territories, and agree on limits between them and their neighbors, and, by 
laws within themselves, settled the properties of those of the same society. 
For we see that in that part of the world which was first inhabited, and there- 
fore like to be best peopled, even as low down as Abraham’s time, they 
wandered with their flocks and their herds, which was their substance, freely 
up and down — and this Abraham did in a country where he was a stranger; 
whence it is plain that, at least, a great part of the land lay in common, the 
inhabitants valued it not, nor claimed property in any more than they made 
use of; but when there was not room enough in the same place for their 
herds to feed together, they, by consent, as Abraham and Lot did (Gen. 
xiii. 5), separated and enlarged their pasture where it best liked them. And 
for the same reason, Esau went from his father and his brother, and planted 
in Mount Seir (Gen. xxxvi. 6). 

And thus, without supposing any private dominion and property in Adam 
over all the world, exclusive of all other men, which can no way be proved, 
nor any one’s property be made out from it, but supposing the world, given 
as it was to the children of men in common, we see how labor could make 
men distinct titles to several parcels of it for their private uses, wherein there 
could be no doubt of right, no room for quarrel. 

Nor is it so strange, as perhaps before consideration it may appear, that 
the property of labor should be able to overbalance the community of land. 
For it is labor indeed that puts the difference of value on everything; and 
let anyone consider what the difference is between an acre of land planted 
with tobacco or sugar, sown with wheat or barley, and an acre of the same 
land lying in conunon without any husbandry upon it, and he will find that 
the improvement of labor makes the far greater part of the value. I think it 
will be but a very modest computation to say that of the products of the 
earth useful to the life of man nine-tenths are the effects of labor; nay, if we 
will rightly estimate things as they come to our use, and cast up the several 
expenses about them — what in them is purely owing to nature, and what to 
labor — we shall find that in most of them ninety-nine hundredths are wholly 
to be put on the account of labor. 

There cannot be a clearer demonstration of anything than several nations 
of the Americans arc of this, who arc rich in land and poor in all the comforts 
of life; whom nature, having furnished as liberally as any other people with 
the materials of plenty — ^i.e., a fruitful soil, apt to produce in abundance what 
might serve for food, raiment, and delight; yet, for want of improving it by 
labor, have not one hundredth part of the conveniences we enjoy, and a king 
of a large and fruitful territory there feeds, lodges, and is clad worse than a 
day laborer in England. 

To make this a little clearer, let us but trace some of the ordinary provisions 
of life, through their several progresses, before they come to our use, and sec 
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how much they receive of their value from human industry. Bread, wine, 
and cloth are things of daily use and great plenty; yet, notwithstanding, 
acorns, water, and leaves or skins, must be our bread, drink, and clothing, 
did not labor furnish us with these more useful commodities. For whatever 
bread is more woith than acorns, wine than water, and cloth or silk than 
leaves, skins, or moss, that is wholly owing to labor and industry: the one 
of these being the food and raiment which unassisted nature furnishes us 
with; the other, provisions which our industry and pains prepare for us; 
which how much they exceed the other in value when anyone hath com- 
puted, he will then see how much labor makes the far greatest part of the 
value of things we enjoy in this world. And the ground which produces the 
materials is scarce to be reckoned in as any, or at most but a very small, 
part of it; so little«that even amongst us land that is left wholly to nature, 
that hath no improvement of pasturage, tillage, or planting, is called, as in- 
deed it is, “waste,” and we shall find the benefit of it amount to little more 
than nothing. 

An acre of land that bears here twenty bushels of wheat, and another in 
America which, with the same husbandry, would do the like, are without 
doubt of the same natural intrinsic value; but yet the benefit mankind re- 
ceives from the one in a year is worth and from the other possibly not 
worth a penny, if all the profit an Indian received from it were to be valued 
and sold here; at least, I may truly say, not one-thousandth. Tis labor, then, 
which puts the greatest part of value upon land, without which it would 
scarcely be worth anything; ’tis to that we owe the greatest part of all its 
useful products, for all that the straw, bran, bread, of that acre of wheat is 
more worth than the product of an acre of as good land which lies waste, 
is all the effect of labor. For ’tis not barely the ploughman’s pains, the reaper’s 
and thresher’s toil, and the baker’s sweat, is to be counted into the bread we 
eat; the labor of those who broke the oxen, who dug and wrought the iron 
and stones, who felled and framed the timber employed about the plough, 
mill, oven, or any other utensils, which are a vast number, requisite to this 
corn, from its sowing, to its being made bread, must all be charged on the 
account of labor, and received as an effect of that. Nature and the earth 
furnished only the almost worthless materials as in themselves. ’Twould be a 
strange catalogue of things that industry provided, and made use of, about 
every loaf of bread before it came to our use, if we could trace them — iron, 
wood, leather, bark, timber, stone, bricks, coals, lime, cloth, dyeing drugs, 
pitch, tar, masts, ropes, and all the materials made use of in the ship that 
brought any of the commodities made use of by any of the workmen to any 
part of the work all which it would be almost impossible — at least, too long— 
to reckon up. 

From all which it is evident that, though the things of nature arc given in 
common, yet man, by being master of himself and proprietor of his own 
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person and the actions of labor of it, had still in himself the [.;reat foundation 
of property; and that which made up the great part of what he applied to 
the support or comfort of his being, when invention and arts had improved 
the conveniences of life, was perfectly his own, and did not !)elong in com- 
mon to others. 

Thus labor, in the beginning, gave a right of property, wherever anyone 
was pleased to employ it upon what was common, which remained a long 
while the far greater part, and is yet more than mankind makes use of. Men 
at first, for the most part, contented themselves with what unassisted nature 
offered to their necessities; and though afterwards, in some parts of the world 
(where the increase of people and stock, with the use of money, had made 
land scarce, and so of some value), the several communities settled the 
bounds of their distinct territories, and, by laws within themselves, regulated 
the properties of the private men of their society, and so, by compact and 
agreement, settled the property which labor and industry began — and the 
leagues that have been made between several states and kingdoms, either 
expressly or tacitly disowning all claim and right to the land in the other s 
possession, have, by common consent, given up their pretenses to their 
natural common right, which originally they had to those countries; and so 
have, by positive agreement, settled a property amongst themselves in distinct 
parts of the world—yct there are still great tracts of ground to be found 
which, the inhabitants thereof not having joined with the rest of mankind 
in the consent of the use of their common money, lie waste, and are more 
than the people who dwell on it do or can make use of, and so still lie in 
common; though this can scarce happen amongst that part of mankind that 
have consented to the use of money. 

The greatest part of things really useful to the life of man, and such as 
the necessity of subsisting made the first commoners of the world look after, 
as it doth the Americans now, are generally things of short duration, such as, 
if they are not consumed by use, will decay and perish of themselves: gold, 
silver, and diamonds are things that fancy or agreement have put the value 
on more than real use and the necessary support of life. Now, of those good 
things which nature hath provided in common, everyone hath a right, as hath 
been said, to as much as he could use, and had a property in all he could effect 
with his labor — all that his industry could extend to, to alter from the state 
nature had put it in, was his. He that gathered a hundred bushels of acorns or 
apples had thereby a property in them; they were his goods as soon as 
gathered. He was only to look that he used them before they spoiled, else 
he took more than his share, and robbed others; and, indeed, it was a foolish 
thing, as well as dishonest, to hoard up more than he could make use of. If he 
gave away a part to anybody else, sf> that it perished not uselessly in his 
possession, these, he also made use of; and if he also bartered away plums 
that would have rotted in a week, for nuts that would last good for his eat- 
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ing a whole year, he did no injury; he wasted not the common stock, 
destroyed no part of the portion of goods that belonged to others, so long 
as nothing perished uselessly in his hands. Again, if he would give his nuts 
for a piece of metal, pleased with its color, or exchange his sheep for shells, 
or wor^l for a sparkling pebble or a diamond, and keep those by hina all his 
life, he invaded not the right of others; he might heap up as much of these 
durable things as he pleased, the exceeding of the bounds of his just property 
not lying in the largeness of his possessions, but the perishing of anything 
uselessly in it. 

And thus came in the use of money — some lasting thing that men might 
keep without spoiling, and that, by mutual consent, men would take in 
exchange for the truly useful but perishable supports of life. 

And as difTerent degrees of industry were apt to give men possessions in 
different proportions, so this invention of money gave them the opportunity 
to continue and enlarge them; for supposing an island, Separate from all 
possible commerce with the rest of the world, wherein there were but a 
hundred families — but there were sheep, horses, and cows, with other useful 
animals, wholesome fruits, and land enough for corn for a hundred thousand 
times as many, but nothing in the island, either because of its commonness 
or pcrishableness, fit to supply the place of money — what reason could any- 
one have there to enlarge his possessions beyond the use of his family and a 
plentiful supply to its consumption, cither in what their own industry pro- 
duced, or they could barter for like perishable useful commodities with 
others? Where there is not something both lasting and scarce, and so valuable 
to be hoarded up, there men will not be apt to enlarge their possessions of 
land, were it never so rich, never so free for them to take; for I ask, what 
would a man value ten thousand or a hundred thousand acres of excellent 
land, ready cultivated, and well stocked too with cattle, in the middle of the 
inland parts of America, where he had no hopes of commerce with other 
parts of the world, to draw money to him by the sale of the product? It would 
not be worth the enclosing, and we should see him give up again to the wild 
common of nature whatever was more than would supply the conveniences 
of life to be had there for him and his family. 

Thus in the beginning all the world was America, and more so than that 
is now, for no such thing as money was anywhere known. Find out some- 
thing that hath the use and value of money amongst his neighbors, you 
shall see the same man will begin presently to enlarge his possessions. 

But since gold and silver, being little useful to the life of man in propor- 
tion to food, raiment, and carriage, has its value only from the consent of 
men, whereof labor yet makes, in great part, the measure, it is plain that 
the consent of men have agreed to a disproportionate and unequal possession 
of the earth — I mean out of the bounds of society and compact; for in govern- 
ments the laws regulate it; they having, by consent found out and agreed 
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in a way how a man may rightfully and without injury possess more than he 
himself can make use of by receiving gold and silver, which may continue 
long in a man’s possession, without decaying for the over-plus, and agreeing 
those metals should have a value. 

And thus, I think, it is very easy to conceive without any difficulty how 
labor could at first begin a title of property in the common things of nature, 
and how the spending it upon our uses bounded it, so that there could then 
be no reason of quarrelling about title, nor any doubt about the largeness of 
possession it gave. Right and conveniency went together; for as a man had a 
right to all he could employ his labor upon, so he had no temptation to labor 
for more than he could make use of. This left no room for controversy about 
the title, nor for encroachment on the right of others; what portion of man 
carved to himself was easily seen, and it was useless, .as well as dishonest, to 
carve himself too much, or take more than he needed. 

If man in the state of nature be so free, as has been said, if he be absolute 
lord of his own person or possessions, equal to the greatest, and subject to 
nobody, why will he part with his freedom, this empire, and subject himself 
to the dominion and control of any other power? To which, it is obvious to 
answer, that though in the state of nature he hath such a right, yet the enjoy- 
ment of it is very uncertain, and constantly exposed to the invasions of 
others. For all being kings as much as he, every man his equal, and the 
greater part no strict observers of equity and justice, the enjoyment of the 
property he has in this state is very unsafe, very insecure. This makes him 
willing to quit this condition, which, however free, is full of fears and con- 
tinual dangers; and it is not without reason that he seeks out and is willing 
to join in society with others, who arc already united, or have a mind to 
unite, for the mutual preservation of their lives, liberties, and estates, which I 
call by the general name, property. 

The great and chief end, therefore, of men’s uniting into commonwealths, 
and putting themselves under government, is the preservation of their prop- 
erty; to which in the state of nature there are many things wanting. 

The great end of men’s entering into society being the enjoyment of their 
properties in peace and safety, and the great instrument and means of that 
being the laws established in that society: the first and fundamental positive 
law of all commonwealths, is the establishing of the legislative power; as the 
first and fundamental natural law, which is to govern even the legislative 
itself, is the preservation of the society, and (as far as will consist with the 
public good) of every person in it. This legislative is not only the supreme 
power of the commonwealth, but sacred and unalterable in the hands where 
the community have once placed it; nor can any edict of anybody else, in 
what form soever conceived, or by what power soever backed, have the force 
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and obligation of a law, which has not its sanction from that legislative 
which the public has chosen and appointed. For without this the law could 
not have that, which is absolutely necessary to its being a law, the consent 
of the society over whom nobody can have a power to make laws; but by 
their own consent, and by authority received from them; and therefore all 
the obedience, which by the most solemn ties anyone can be obliged to pay, 
ultimately terminates in this supreme power, and is directed by those laws 
which it enacts; nor can any oaths to any foreign power whatsoever, or 
any domestic subordinate power discharge any member of the society from 
his obedience to the legislative, acting pursuant to their trust; nor oblige him 
to any obedience contrary to the laws so enacted, or farther than they do 
allow; it being ridiculous to imagine one can be tied ultimately to obey any 
power in the society which is not the supreme. 

Though the legislative, whether placed in one or more, whether it be al- 
ways in being, or only by intervals, though it be the supreme power in every 
commonwealth, yet. 

First, It is not nor can possibly be absolutely arbitrary over the lives and 
fortunes of the people. For it being but the joint power of every member of 
the society given up to that person, or assembly, which is legislator; it can 
be no more than those persons had in a state of nature before they entered 
into society, and gave it up to the community. For nobody can transfer to 
another more power than he has in himself; and nobody has an absolute 
arbitrary power over himself, or over any other to destroy his own life, or 
take away the life or property of another. A man as has been proved cannot 
subject himself to the arbitrary power of another; and having in the state of 
nature no arbitrary power over the life, liberty, or possession of another, 
but only so much as the law of nature gave him for the preservation of him- 
self, and the rest of mankind; this is all he doth, or can give up to the common- 
wealth, and by it to the legislative power, so that the legislative can have no 
more than this. Their power in the utmost bounds of it, is limited to the 
public good of society. It is a power that hath no other end but preservation, 
and therefore can never have a right to destroy, enslave, or designedly to 
impoverish the subjects. The obligations of the law of nature cease not in 
society, but only in many cases are drawn closer, and have by human laws 
known penalties annexed to them to enforce their observation. Thus the law 
of nature stands as an eternal rule to all men, legislators as well as others. 
1 he rules that they make for other men’s actions must, as well as their own, 
and other men’s actions, be conformable to the law of nature, i.c., to the 
will of (iod, of which that is a declaration, and the fundamental law of na- 
ture being the preservation of mankind, no human sanction can be good or 
valid against it. 

Secondly, The legislative, or supreme authority, cannot assume to itself 
a power to rule by extemporary arbitrary decrees, but is bound to dispense 
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justice, and decide the rights of the subject by promulgated standing laws, 
and known authorized judges. For the law of nature being unwritten, and 
so nowhere to be found but in the minds of men, they who through passion 
or interest shall miscite or misapply it, cannot so easily be convinced of their 
mistake where there is no established judge. And .so it serves not, as it ought, 
to determine the rights, and fence the properties of tht^se that live under it, 
especially where every one is judge, interpreter, and executioner of it too, 
and that in his own case; and he that has right on his side, having ordinarily 
but his own single strength hath not force enough to defend himself from 
injuries, or punish delinquents. To avoid these inconveniences, which dis- 
order men’s properties in the state of nature, men unite into societies that 
they may have the united strength of the whole society to secure and defend 
their properties, and may have standing rules to bound it, by which everyone 
may know what is his. To this end it is that men give up all their natural 
power to the society which they enter into, and the community put the 
legislative power into such hands as they think fit, with this trust, that they 
shall be governed by declared laws, or else their peace, quiet, and property, 
will still be at the same uncertainty as it was in the state of nature. 

Absolute arbitrary power, or governing without settled standing laws, can 
neither of them consist with the ends of society and government, which men 
would not quit the freedom of the state of nature for, and tie themselves up 
under, were it not to preserve their lives, liberties, and fortunes; and by stated 
rules of right and property to secure their peace and quiet. It cannot be sup- 
posed that they should intend, had they a power so to do, to give to anyone, or 
more, an absolute arbitrary power over their persons and estates, and put a 
force into the magistrate’s hand to execute his unlimited will arbitrarily upon 
them. This were to pur themselves into a worse condition than the state of 
nature, wherein they had a liberty to defend their right against the injuries of 
others, and were upon equal terms of force to maintain it, whether invaded 
by a single man or many in combination. Whereas, by supposing they have 
given up themselves to the absolute arbitrary power and will of a legislator, 
they have disarmed themselves, and armed him, to make prey of them when 
he pleases. He being in a much worse condition that is exposed to the arbi- 
trary power of one man who has the command of 100,000, than he that is 
exposed to the arbitrary power of 100,000 single men; nobody being secure 
that his will, who hath such a command, is better than that of other men, 
though his force be 100,000 times stronger. And, therefore, whatever form 
the commonwealth is under, the ruling power ought to govern by declared 
and received laws, and not by extemporary dictates and undetermined reso- 
lutions. For then mankind will be in a far worse condition than in the state 
of nature, if they shall have armed o.ie, or a few men, with the joint power of 
a multitude to force them to obey at pleasure the exorbitant and unlimited 
decrees of their sudden thoughts, or unrestrained, and, till that moment, un- 
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known wills, without having any measures set down which may guide and 
justify their actions. For all the power the government has, being only for the 
good of the society, as it ought not to be arbitrary and at pleasure, so it ought 
to be exercised by established and promulgated laws; that both the people 
may know their duty and be safe and secure within the limits of the law; 
and the rulers too kept within their due bounds, and not be tempted by the 
power they have in their hands to employ it to such purposes, and by such 
measures, as they would not have known, and own not willingly. 

Thirdly, The supreme power cannot take from any man any part of his 
property without his own consent. For the preservation of property being the 
end (;f government, and that for which men enter into society, it necessarily 
supposes and requires that the people should have property, without which 
they must be supposed to lose that by entering into society, which was the end 
for which they entered into it, too gross an absurdity for any man to own 
Men, therefore, in society having property, they have such a right to the 
g(HKls whicli by the law of the community are theirs, that nobody hath 
a right to lake them or any part of them from them, without their own con- 
sent; without this they have no properly at all. For I have truly no property 
in that which another can by right take from me when he pleases, against 
my consent. Hence it is a mistake to think that the supreme or legislative 
power of any commonwealth can do what it will, and dispose of the estates 
of the subjects arbitrarily, or take any part of them at pleasure. This is not 
much to be feared in governments where the legislative consists wholly, 
or in part, in assemblies which are variable, whose members, upon the dis- 
solution ot the assembly, arc subjects under the common laws of their coun- 
try, equally with the rest. Hut in governments where the legislative is in one 
lasting assembly, always in being, or in one man, as in absolute monarchies, 
there is danger still, that they will think themselves to have a distinct interest 
from the rest of the community, and so will be apt to increase their own riches 
and power by taking what they think fit from the people. For a man’s prop- 
erty is not at all secure, though there be good and equitable laws to set the 
bouiuls of it between him and his fellow subjects, if he who commands those 
subjects have power to take from any private man what part he pleases of his 
property, and use and dispose of it as he thinks good. 

But government, into whosoever hands it is put, being, as I have before 
shown, entrusted with this condition, and for this end, that men might 
have and secure their properties, the prince, or senate, however it may have 
power to make laws for the regulating of property between the subjects 
one amongst another, yet can never have a power to take to themselves the 
whole or any part of the subject’s property without their own consent. 
For this would be in elTcct to leave them no property at all. And to let us see 
that even absolute power, where it is necessary, is not arbitrary by being 
absolute, but is still limited by that reason, and confined to those ends which 
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required it in some cases to be absolute, we need look no farther than the 
common practice of martial discipline. For the preservation of the army, and 
in it the whole commonwealth, requires an absolute obedience to the com- 
mand of every superior officer, and it is justly death to disobey or dispute the 
most dangerous or unreasonable of them; but yet we see that neither the 
sergeant, that could command a soldier to march up to the mouth of a can- 
non, or stand in a breach, where he is almost sure to perish, can command 
that soldier to give him one penny of his money; nor the general, that can 
condemn him to death for deserting his post, or not obeying the most desper- 
ate orders, cannot yet, with all his absolute power of life and death, dispose 
of one farthing of that soldier’s estate, or seize one jot of his goods, whom 
yet he can command anything, and hang for the least disobedience. Because 
such a blind obedience is necessary to that end for which the commander 
has his power, viz., the preservation of the rest; but the disposing of his 
goods has nothing to do with h. 

’Tis true governments cannot be supported without great charge, and it is 
fit everyone who enjoys a share of the protection should pay out of his estate 
his proportion for the maintenance of it. But still it must be with his own 
consent, i.e., the consent of the majority giving it either by themselves or 
their representatives chosen by them. For if anyone shall claim a power to 
lay and levy taxes on the people, by his own authority, and without such 
consent of the people, he thereby invades the fundamental law of property, 
and subverts the end of government. For what property have 1 in that 
which another may by right take when he pleases to himself? 

Fourthly, The legislative cannot transfer the power of making laws to any 
other hands; for it being but a delegated power from the people, they who 
have it cannot pass it over to others. The people alone can appoint the form 
of the commonwealth, which is by constituting the legislative, and appoint- 
ing in whose hands that shall be. And when the people have said we will 
submit to rules, and be governed by laws made by such men, and in such 
forms, nobody else can say other men shall make laws for them ; nor can the 
people be bound by any laws but such as are enacted by those whom they 
have chosen and authorized to make laws for them. 

These are the bounds which the trust that is put in them by the society, 
and the law of God and Nature, have set to the legislative power of every 
commonwealth, in all forms of government. 

First, They are to govern by promulgated established laws, not to be varied 
in particular cases, but to have one rule for rich and poor, for the favorite at 
court and the countryman at plough. 

Secondly, These laws also ought to be designed for no other end ultimately 
but the good of the people. 

Thirdly, They must not raise taxes on the property of the people w ithout 
the consent of the people, given by themselves or their deputies. And this 
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properly concerns only such governments where the legislative is always in 
being, or ar least where the people have not reserved any part of the legisla- 
tive to deputies, to be from time to time chosen by themselves. 

Fourthly, The legislative neither must nor can transfer the power of 
making laws to anybody else, or place it anywhere but where the people 
have. 


EDMUND BURKE 


2. Representation of Property* 


Nothing is a due and adequate representation of a state that does not rep- 
resent its ability, as well as its property. But as ability is a vigorous and active 
principle, and as property is sluggish, inert and timid, it never can be safe 
from the invasions of ability, unless it be, out of all proportion, predominant 
in the representation. It must be represented too in great masses of accumula- 
tion, or it is not rightly protected. The characteristic essence of property, 
formed out of the combined principles of its acquisition and conservation, 
is to be unequal. The great masses therefore which excite envy, and tempt 
rapacity, must be put out of the possibility of danger. Then they form a natu- 
ral rampart about the lesser properties in all their gradations. The same quan- 
tity of pro[)erty, which is by the natural course of things divided among 
many, has not the same operation. Its defensive power is weakened as it is* 
diffused. In this diffusion each man’s portion is less than what, in the eager- 
ness of his desires, he may flatter himself to obtain by dissipating the ac- 
cumulations of others. The plunder of the few would indeed give but a share 
inconceivably small in the distribution to the many. But the many are not 
capable of making this calculation; and those who lead them to rapine never 
intend this distribution. 

T he [K)wer of perpetuating our property in our families is one of the most 
valuable and interesting circumstances belonging to it, and that which tends 
the most to the perpetuation of society itself. It makes our weakness sub- 
syvient to our virtue; it grafts benevolence even upon avarice. The possessors 
of family wealth, and of the distinction which attends hereditary pos- 
session, (as most concerned in it,) arc the natural securities for this trans- 
mission. With us the House of Peers is formed upon this principle. It is 
wholly comjxiscd of hereditary property and hereditary distinction; and 

• From Edmund Burke. Reflections on the RevoluUon in France (1790). 
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made therefore the third of the legislature; and, in the last event, the sole 
judge of all property in all its subdivisions. The House of Commons too, 
though not necessarily, yet in fact, is always so composed, in the far greater 
part. Let those large proprietors be what they will, and they have their chance 
of being among the best, they are, at the very worst, the ballast in the vessel 
of the commonwealth. For though hereditary wealth, and the rank which 
goes with it, are too much idolized by creeping sycophants, and the blind, 
abject admirers of power, they are too rashly slighted in shallow specula- 
tions of the petulant, assuming, short-sighted coxcombs of philosophy. Some 
decent, regulated pre-eminence, some preference (not exclusive appropria- 
tion), given to birth, is neither unnatural, nor unjust, nor impolitic. 

It is said, that twenty -four milhons ought to prevail over two hundred 
thousand. True; if the constitution of a kingdom be a problem of arithmetic. 
This sort of discourse does well enough with the lamp-post for its second: 
to men who way reason calmly, it is ridiculous. The will of the many, and 
their interest, must very often differ; and great will be the difference when 
they make an evil choice. A government of five hundred country attorneys 
and obscure curates is not good for twenty-four millions of men, though it 
were chosen by eight and forty millions; nor is it the better for being guided 
by a dozen of persons of quality, who have betrayed their trust in order 
to obtain that power. At present, you seem in everything to have strayed out 
of the high road of nature. The property of France docs not govern it. Of 
course property is destroyed, and rational liberty has no existence. 

When all the frauds, impostures, violences, rapines, burnings, murders, 
confiscations, compulsory paper currencies, and every description of tyranny 
and cruelty employed to bring about and to uphold this Revolution, have 
their natural effect, that is, to shock the moral sentiments of all virtuous and 
sf)ber minds, the abettors of this philosophic system immediately strain their 
throats in a declamation against the old monarchical government of France. 
When they have rendered that deposed power sufficiently black, they then 
proceed in argument, as if all those who disapprove of their new abuses must 
of course be partisans of the old; that those who reprobate their crude and 
violent schemes of liberty ought to be treated as advocates for servitude. I 
admit that their necessities do compel them to this base and contemptible 
fraud. Nothing can reconcile men to their proceedings and projects but the 
supposition that there is no third option between them and some tyranny as 
odious as can be furnished by the records of history, or by the invention of 
poets. This prattling of theirs hardly deserves the name of sophistry. It is 
nothing but plain impudence. Have these gentlemen never heard, in the 
whole circle of the worlds of theory aiid practice, of anything between the 
despotism of the monarch and the despotism of the multitude? Have they 
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never heard of a monarchy directed by laws, controlled and balanced by 
the great hereditary wealth and hereditary dignity of a nation; and both 
again controlled by a judicious check from the reason and feeling of the 
people at large, acting by a suitable and permanent organ? Is it then im- 
possible that a man may be found who, without criminal ill intention, or 
pitiable absurdity, shall prefer such a mixed and tempered government to 
cither of the extremes; and who may repute that nation to be destitute of 
all wisdom and of all virtue, which having in its choice to obtain such a 
government with ease, or rather to confirm it when actually possessed, 
thought proper to commit a thousand crimes, and to subject their country 
to a thousand evils, in order to avoid it? Is it then a truth so universally 
acknowledged, that a pure democracy is the only tolerable form into which 
human society can be thrown, that a man is not permitted to hesitate about 
its merits, without the suspicion of being a friend to tyranny, that is, of being 
a foe to mankind ? 

With the National Assembly of France, possession is nothing. I see the 
National Assembly openly reprobate the doctrine of prescription, which one 
of the greatest of their own lawyers’ tells us, with great truth, is a part of 
the law of nature. He tells us that the positive ascertainment of its limits, and 
its security from invasion, were among the causes for which civil society 
itself has been instituted. If prescription be once shaken, no species of prop- 
erty is secure, when it once becomes an object large enough to tempt the 
cupidity of indigent power. I see a practice perfectly correspondent to their 
contempt of this great fundamental part of natural law. I see the confiscators 
begin with bishops, and chapters, and monasteries; but I do not see them 
end there. I sec the princes of blood, who, by the oldest usages of that king- 
dom held large landed estates (hardly with the compliment of a debate), 
deprived of their possessions, and, in lieu of their stable, indcf^ndent prop- 
erty, reduced to the hope of some precarious, charitable pension, at the 
pleasure of an assembly, which of course will pay little regard to the rights 
of pensioners at pleasure, when it despises those of legal proprietors. Flushed 
with the insolence of the first inglorious victories, and pressed by the distresses 
caused by the lust of unhallowed lucre, disappointed but not discouraged, 
they have at length ventured completely to subvert all property of all de- 
scriptions throughout the extent of a great kingdom. They have compelled 
all men, in all transactions of commerce, in the disposal of lands, in civil 
dealing, and through the whole communion of life, to accept as perfect pay- 
ment and good and lawful tender, the symbols of their speculations on a 
projected sale of their plunder. What vestiges of liberty or property have 
they left? The tenant-right of a cabbage-garden, a year’s interest in a hovel, 

* Domat. 
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the good-will of an ale-house or a baker’s shop, the very shadow of a con- 
structive property, are more ceremoniously treated in our parliament, than 
with you the oldest and most valuable landed possessions, in the hands of the 
most respectable personages, or than the whole body of the monied and 
commercial interest of your country. We entertain a high opinion of the 
legislative authority; but we have never dreamt that parliaments had any 
right whatever to violate property, to over-rule prescription, or to force a 
currency of their own fiction in the place of that which is real, and recog- 
nized by the lav/ of nations. But you, who began with refusing to submit 
to the most moderate restraints, have ended by establishing an unheard-of 
despotism. I find the ground upon which your confiscators go is this: that 
indeed their proceedings could not be supported in a court of justice; but 
that the rulers of prescription cannot bind a legislative assembly. So that 
this legislative assembly of a free nation sits, not for the security, but for 
the destruction of property, and not of property only, but of every rule and 
maxim which can give it stability and of those instruments which can alone 
give it circulation. 

In every prosperous community something more is produced than goes 
to the immediate support of the producer. This surplus forms the income 
of the landed capitalist. It will be spent by a proprietor who does not labour. 
But this idleness is itself the spring of labour; this repose the spur to indus- 
try. The only concern for the state is, that the capital taken in rent from the 
land, should be returned again to the industry from whence it came; 
and that its expenditure should be with the least possible detriment to the 
morals of those who expend it, and to those of the people to whom it is 
returned. 

Why should the expenditure of a great landed property, which is a dis- 
persion of the surplus product of the soil, appear intolerable to you or to me, 
when it takes its course through the accumulation of great libraries, which 
are the history of the force and weakness of the human mind; through 
great collections of ancient records, medals and coins, which attest and ex- 
plain laws and customs; through paintings and statues that, by imitating 
nature, seem to extend the limits of creation; through grand monuments of 
the dead, which continue the regards and connexions of life beyond the 
grave; through collections of the specimens of nature, which become a rep- 
resentative assembly of all the classes and families of the world, that by 
disposition facilitate, and, by exciting curiosity, open the avenues to science.? 
If, by great permanent establishments, all these objects of expense are better 
secured from the inconstant sport of personal caprice and personal extrava- 
gance, are they worse than if the same tastes prevailed in scattered individu- 
als.? 
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MR. JUSTICE VAN ORSDEL 


3. Property — The First Principle of Government* 


High wages do not necessarily tend to good morals, or the promotion of 
the general welfare. The standard of virtue and morality is no higher among 
the prosf)erous than among the poor. Their worth cannot be measured in 
dollars and cents, or promoted by a legal subsidy. Never have wages been so 
high as since the outbreak of the late war, and never in the history of the 
republic has crime been sf) universal; and this condition, it must be con- 
ceded, has made a like unfavorable impression upon the morals of the people. 
A wage based upon competitive ability is just, and leads to frugality and 
honest industry, and inspires an ambition to attain the highest possible effi- 
ciency, while the equal wage paralyzes ambition and promotes prodigality 
and indolence. It takes away the strongest incentive to human labor, thrift, 
and efficiency, and works injustice to employee and employer alike, thus 
affecting injuriously the whole social and industrial fabric. Experience has 
demonstrated that a fixed minimum wage means, in the last analysis, a fixed 
wage; since the employer, being compelled to advance some to a wage higher 
than their earning capacity, will, to equalize the cost of operation, lower the 
wage of the more competent to the common basis. 

Any intimation that the Constitution is flexible, even in response to the 
police power, is unsound. Powers expressly delegated by the Constitution — 
such, for example, as the regulation of interstate commerce — may be ex- 
tended to meet changing conditions, providing it can be accomplished with- 
out altering fundamental principles; but the principles are immutable, not 
elastic, or subject to change. That a state may not impair the obligations of 
a contract, or that no person can be deprived of his property without due 
process of law, are principles fundamental, and if the Legislature, in re- 
sponse to public clamor for an experimental social reform, may break down 
these constitutional guaranties by calling an act a “health law,” or a “public 
morality law,” or a “public welfare law,” all guaranties of the Constitution, 
under the alleged exercise of the jx)lice power, may be changed, modified, 
or totally eliminated. 

Nor is the extent of such modification a matter of judicial discretion. 
To hold that the courts may declare a law, violating the same principle, 
constitutional under one state of fact, and unconstitutional under another, 
is the exercise of arbitrary power — a power said to exist nowhere in our 
system of government. And nowhere could it be lodged with more danger- 
ous results than in the courts. 

• From Children’s Hospital of the District of Columbia v. Adkins. 284 Fed. Rep. 613 (1922). 
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The tendency of the times to socialize property rights under the subterfuge 
of police regulation is dangerous, and if continued will prove destructive of 
our free institutions. It should be remembered that of the three fundamental 
principles which underlie government, and for which government exists, the 
protection of life, liberty, and property, the chief of these is property; not that 
any amount of property is more valuable than the life or liberty of the citizen, 
but the history of civilization proves that, when the citizen is deprived of 
free use and enjoyment of his property, anarchy and revolution follow, and 
life and liberty are without protection. 

The highest freedom consists in obedience to law, and a strict adherence 
to the limitations of the (Constitution. In no way can the freedom of the 
citizen be more effectively curtailed and ultimately destroyed than by a 
deprivation of those inherent rights safeguarded by our fundamental law. 
The security of society depends upon the extent of the protection afforded 
the individual citizen under the Constitution against the demands and in- 
cursions of the government. The only tyranny the citizenship of this republic 
need fear is from the government itself. The character and value of govern- 
ment is measured by the security which surrounds the individual in the use 
and enjoyment of his property. These rights will only remain secure so 
long as the Bill of Rights — the first ten amendments of the Constitution — 
are construed liberally in favor of the individual and strictly against the gov- 
ernment. They were early adopted because .of a widespread apprehension 
that the time might come when the government would assume to tres- 
pass upon those inalienable individual rights announced in the Declara- 
tion of Independence and afterwards incorporated in the Bill of Rights. 
(Courts, therefore, should be slow to lend aid to the government in this mod- 
ern tendency to invade individual property rights. 


WALTER UPPMANN 


4. The Rule of Law and Regulation of Property* 


I. SOCIAL CONTROL BY LAW RATHER THAN BY COMMANDS 

In distinguishing between the regulation of affairs by recipiocal rights and 
duties on the one hand, by overhead administrative order on the other, we 
can, I believe, clarify what Burke called “one of the finest problems in legis- 

• From Walter Lippmann, The Good Society (1937). By permission of Little, Brown U Com- 
pany and The Atlantic Monthly Press. 
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lation,” which is “What the state ought to take upon itself to direct by the 
public wisdom, and what it ought to leave, with as little interference as 
possible, to individual discretion.” ‘ 

This problem baffled the influential thinkers and statesmen of the nine- 
teenth century, and their failure to elucidate it successfully caused that popu- 
lar bewilderment in which men came to think that they must make an ex- 
clusive choice between the anarchy of unrestrained property owners and the 
management of property hy public officials. They thought they had to de- 
cide between doing nothing and administering almost everything. Those 
who wished to let things alone called themselves individualists and said 
they believed in liberty. Those who wished to direct the course of affairs be- 
came collectivists and appealed to the desire for security, order, and equal- 
ily. 

The choice is not, I think, exclusive, and it has been posed only because of 
faulty observation and an insufficient analysis. There is no exclusive choice 
between direction by the state and noninterference with individual behavior, 
between state collectivism and laissez-faire as understood by the latter-day 
liberals. This supposed choice ignores the whole immense field occupied by 
the dcvclojiment of private rights and duties, and, therefore, it is not true that 
individuals must be left to do what they like or be told by officials what they 
must do. 1 here is another way, the way of the common law, in which abuses 
arc regulated and public policy is made effective by altering the private rights 
that arc enforceable in the courts. 

1 his becomes self-evident when we remember what rhe laissez-faire theo- 
rists forgot: that the individualism they arc talking about exists by virtue 
of lawful rights that are enforced by the .state.- The title to property is a con- 
struction of the law. Contracts are legal instruments. Corporations are 
legal creatures. It is, therefore, misleading to think of them as existing some- 
how outside the law and then to a.sk whether it is pcrmis.sible to “interfere” 
with them. Thus the Imglish law governing the inheritance of real property 
produced a dilTerent distribution of property from that produced by the 
French law. For in Hngland the oldest son had different legal rights from 
those he had in FVancc. Properly of any kind, contracts of any kind, cor- 
porate organization of any kind, exist only because there are certain rights 
and immunities which can be enforced, when they have been legally estab- 
lished, by enlisting the coercive authority of the state. To speak of letting 
things alone is, therefore, to u.se a meaningless and a deceptive phrase. No 
one who asks to be let alone really wishes to be let completely alone: what he 
asks IS that he be enabled to enjoy the undisputed exercise of the rights 
which he enjoys. Hut he expects the state to interfere promptly and effec- 

‘ •’Thoughts .md I)ct.uls on Scarcity. ’ Worlds. Vol. V. p. 107. 

Soitr/v IxT Intrwtuction to Gierke’s .Va/«ra/ Law and the Theory of 
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lively if anyone disturbs him. He insists that his rights shall be enforced. 

For some curious reason, the debate between individualists and coUec* 
tivists has been carried on with both factions assuming that the existing sys- 
tem of private rights must either be left undisturbed or that it must he abol- 
ished; that existing rights must be maintained absolutely or extinguished 
absolutely; that cither “property” must be what it happened to be when 
they were quarreling about it or the means of production must be adminis- 
tered by officials of the state. The dilemma is unreal and unnecessary. The 
system of private land tenure which happens to prevail at one moment in 
some country is not the only possible system of land tenure. The only 
possible alternative is not the nationalization of the land. The alternative 
may be any t)ne of innumerable other systems of private land tenure. The 
only possible alternative to the existing system of private contract in indus- 
trial relations is not the replacement of private contracts by public adminis- 
tration. There are many alternatives, many possible ways of changing the 
kinds of private contracts that the law will require the courts to enforce. 
The only alternative to the concentrated corporate control of industry is 
not a concentrated government control of business corporations. It may 
be any one of many possible modifications of the law of corporate rights. 

Rut in the nineteenth century individualists and collectivists alike per- 
suaded themselves that the existing system of private rights could not 
be modified: that it had either to be maintained or to be superseded. Thus 
they created for themselves the fatal dilemma which has divided mankind 
into those who merely wish to preserve the status quo with all its abuses 
and those who wish to make a new social order by the authoritarian power 
of the state. Collectivists and individualists had lost sight of one of the most 
obvious facts in human experience, that great and salutary changes in human 
relations can be and usually have been effected not by commands from on 
high but by amending the laws under which men deal with one another. 

Any student of history could have told them that laws have changed radi- 
cally in the course of history. Yet it was somehow assumed that laws were 
absolute, and therefore incapable of serious modification. So the debate has 
proceeded on the assumption that the choice lies between stubborn con- 
servatism and complete revolution, that the rights of property as they stood 
in the nineteenth century have either to be confirmed and protected or 
that property owners have to be expropriated and their possessions adminis- 
tered by the state. The latter-day liberals, having committed themselves to 
the fallacy that existing rights are absolute, have been inhibited by their own 
fallacy from working out any programme to relieve the evils of modern so- 
ciety. The collectivists, believing in the same fallacy, merely drew an op- 
posite conclusion. They turned to the state as deus ex machina, believing 
that the relief which could not be obtained oy a readjustment of personal 
rights could be obtained by authoritative commands. 
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The essential intellectual difficulty may be seen in Burke s statement of 
the problem. He assumes that the state must either “direct” or must not 
“interfere.” But ?>iij)j)osc I invent a new mousetrap and suppose the law 
says that no one may use my invention during my lifetime without paying 
me the royalty I choose to charge. Is this direction or is it interference? Now 
suppf^se the state amends the law, saying that I have an exclusive patent for 
five years only: after that anyone may copy my mousetrap without being 
liable tf) a suit for damages. That amendment of the law will radically alter 
the mousetrap situation. Hut is this act of social control to be called direction 
or is it to lie called non-interference? From my point of view I suppose I 
have been interfered with. But my neighbors might say that they have been 
released from an undue interference on my part with their right to catch 
mice more successfully; that 1 was levying an unjust toll for an invention 
that was probably suggested to me, in part at least, by someone else’s inven- 
tion. 

Is it not clear that the terms of the discussion do not really fit the facts, 
aiul that the debate could go on forever.^ A change in the law governing 
my right to patent the invention does not fit into either of Burke’s categories. 
Yet the change in the law causes a real change in the situation. Though the 
slate has not undei taken to direct the invention or to administer the manu- 
facture of mousetraps, it is not letting me “alone” without social control. 
The changt is l)rought by a readjustment of the rights of my neighbors 
and «)f myself. Impressive social changes may have been effected — the public 
healili improved, a new industry brought into being, I prevented from be- 
coming a millionaire, my neighbors relieved of a bitter grievance, good feel- 
ing promoted. Hut these things have been done without appointing new 
officials empowcied to issue commands to anyone. 

There are not, tlien, as Burke and so many after him assumed, only two 
realms, uue in which there is no regulation of men’s behavior, another in 
which men must obey the commands of their superiors. To stale the prob- 
lem in this fashion i.s to overlook the realm of private rights and duties 
where significant relations are regulated by general laws impartially applied 
to specific controversies, not by commands issued by some men to other men. 
Fxccpt where a few solitary individuals subsist in a wilderness, the actual 
choice is between the regulation of social affairs by adjudicating and adjust- 
ing private rights on the one hand, by arbitrary sovereign commands on the 
other. 1'he one is the method of a common law; the other the method of the 
prerogatives of superior persons. The one is the system of democratic liber- 
alism, the other of authoritarian collectivism. 

In the light of this distinction much unnecessary confusion is dissipated. 
We shall not, for example, fall into the error of regarding the existing law of 
property, of contracts, of corporations, as marking a realm in which the 
Slate docs not or should not intervene. We shall recognize it for what it is. 
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as a structure of rights and duties, immunities and privileges, built by cus- 
tom, judicial interpretation, and statute, and maintained by the coercive au- 
thority of the state. We shall not think of all this as subsisting somehow 
outside the law, and then become involved in an empty debate as to whether 
the law may interfere with it. The whole of it, all property, and everything 
which we include in the general name of private enterprise, is the product 
of a legal development and can exist only by virtue of the law. This is evident 
enough in periods of social disorder when for want of law observance and 
law enforcement the whole private economy may collapse in a day. 

We shall not compound the error by thinking that the law of property 
contracts and corporations is immutable. 

II. THE REGULATION OF PROPERTY 

It was, as we have already seen, at this point that nineteenth-century lib- 
eralism came to a dead end : where it chose to treat property and the powers 
of the business corporation as in effect absolute and untouchable. Then it 
was that liberal statesmen, being unable to regulate property and corpora- 
tions effectively, had to give way to the collectivists. 

The latter-day liberals had a vague notion that they must regard private 
property as approximating, to use Blackstone’s words, “that sole and des- 
potic dominion which one man claims and exercises over the external things 
of the world, in total exclusion of the right of any other individual in the 
universe.” ^ 

Hut no such sole and despotic dominion exists or can be established, and 
it was a signal disservice to the maintenance of free enterprise when men 
attempted to claim and to exercise such a sole and despotic dominion. For 
the rights of property have no existence outside the law: they are sim[)ly the 
rights which courts of law will recognize. No man can hold or enjoy juop- 
erty openly and securely except by virtue of the readiness of the state to en- 
force his lawful right. Without a lawful title, he has no properly; he is merely 
a possessor without recourse against those who are strong enough to help 
themselves to his goods. 

Not only is all property a right established by law and enforceable at 
law: all property is a complex system of rights. This system is not the same 
system in respect to all kinds of things. It is not the same system at all times 
in respect to the same things. It is not the same system in all places at the same 
time in respect to the same things. In other words there is no such thing as 
an absolute, immutable, and indefeasible system of property rights. 

Thus the system of private property is not uniform for urban land and 
for land at the frontier. The title to urban land may, for example, be subject 
to zoning ordinances which completely nullify any pretension that the owner 
exercises a sole and despotic dominion, “in total exclusion of the right of 

• Biackstone, Commentaries, Bk. II, Ch. 1. 
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any other individual.” If, in defiance of the zoning ordinance, he attempts 
to establish a garage, his neighbors have rights which they can enforce. The 
landowner has no absolute rights in his property; he has only conditional 
rights which vary from place to place. He cannot put up a jerry-built struc- 
ture on Broadway, but he can, if he likes, go out into the open country and 
build himself a house of wood and paper held together by safety pins. More- 
over, he holds his property on Broadway subject not only to the existing 
building laws but to future changes in those laws. And the same is true of 
his house in the country: if, for example, it were judged to be a fire hazard, 
his neighbors by a change in the law might be invested with the right to 
protect themselves by bringing suit or entering a complaint. 

'riie same property rights do not adhere to land which contains minerals, 
to land which controls water jiower, to land usable for bridgeheads, ferry 
landings, and highways, for railway tracks and conduits in city streets. The 
rights of property are not uniform in patents, in animals, in news gathered 
by reporters, in radio channels, in the air traversed by flying machines, in 
gold, silver, and platinum, in an author’s manuscript, in all inheritances 
and m all gifts. 'Though we think of all these rights as property, in lact prop- 
erty consists of an extremely varied collection of rights. 

What is more, the special rights which make up dilTercnt kinds of prop- 
erty are not immutable. Before the appearance of the airplane the owner of 
a piece of land was held to have a title to a pyramid which had its apex at the 
centre of the eaith and .an infinitely wide base out in infinite space. Under a 
recent decision in an American court, his rights in the air extend no higher 
up than a safe distance above the roof of his house. The conditions on which 
the title to land can be enjoyed, actpiircd by sale, transmitted by gift or inherit- 
ance, have been prohnindly modified again and again. Less than three hun- 
dred \ears ago, tor examfile, the obligation of the English tenant to render 
personal services to the lord of the manor was commuted to the payment 
ol a pecuniary rent. The right of the landlord to appropriate the monopoly 
rent ot the land is by no means absolute, being subject to the power both of 
eminent domain and of taxation. 

If we ask our.selvcs whether in this bewildering complex of rights which 
men call property there is any clarifying principle of order, we must, it seems 
to me, take as our premise the principle enunciated by Sir William Black- 
.stone that “the earth . . . and all things therein are the general property of 
all mankind, exclusive of other beings, from the immediate gift of the Cre- 
ator.” * This does not mean that the earth and all things therein should be 
administered by a central collectivist authority or that individuals should not 
or cannot be made secure in the enjoyment of private rights. But it docs mean 
that no individual can or should exercise a sole and despotic dominion over 
any portion of the earth or of the things therein. The earth is limited in size 

* Op. at.. Bk. 11. Ch. 1. 
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and its use is necessary to every man’s existence. There are, the rights of any 
man upon the earth must be reconciled with the equal rights of other men, 
not only of living men but of the unborn generations. No one in his senses 
can therefore believe in an absolute right of property which would permit the 
transient possessors of the land to destroy its fertility, to burn down forests, 
to cause the streams to dry up, to squander at will the minerals under the 
surface. These owners did not make these resources. They arc unable to re- 
create them. What title have they then to claim that posterity has no rights 
which they must respect? The true doctrine surely is that men hold property 
in limited and necessary natural resources, not as sovereigns, but as tenants 
— who have rights and also duties — of mankind. 

And likewise, no one believes in an absolute right of property which gives 
such exclusive possession that property owners can so monopolize the land 
and the resources that other men can live only by paying the price they choose 
to exact. Men may pretend to believe in such a theory of property. In prac- 
tice it is unworkable. The dispossessed and the disinherited will haunt 
them and terrorize them. The desperate insecurity of all private property in 
the modern world is due to the fact that the propertied classes, in resisting a 
modification of their rights, have aroused the revolutionary impulse to abol- 
ish all their rights. Modern bolshevism is the product of the attempt to make 
property an absolute right. 

The real security of private property must rest not on a fatuous longing for 
a sole and despotic dominion over the necessities of all men’s existence but on 
a reconciliation of all men’s claims in a system of substantially equal rights. 
It is not loyalty to the cause of private property to confirm the metnopolists 
in their privileges. To do that is to prepare the extinction of private property 
either by general disorder and pillage or by the establishment of an adminis- 
tered collectivism. The true principle is to be ready to liquidate these rights 
of possession which enable some men, by excluding all other men from ac- 
cess to land and to the resources of nature, to exact a tribute based not on 
their own labor but on mere legal possession. 

If all property is a complex of legal rights, the business corporation, with 
its privilege of limited liability and perpetual succession, is even more obvi- 
ously a legal creation. It is no exaggeration to say that without the corporate 
device modern capitalism could not have been evolved. Now an aggregation 
of individuals can, when they are incorporated, do things which they could 
not possibly do as separate individuals nor as an informal association of in- 
dividuals. They can do these things only because of legal rights acquired 
in their charter. But for that charter they would have separate and unlimited 
liability for the acts done by their association; when one of them died or re- 
signed, the association would have be. n dissolved, like a marriage or a part- 
nership. 

It is plain that a corporation enjoys great advantages as against unincor- 
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poraiccl individuals. It can assemble the property of great masses of indi- 
viduals, administer it collectively, and, though its directors or managers fall 
sick or die, the corporate organization goes on. Now all of these advantages 
arc created and maintained by the law which says that under certain condi- 
tions individuals have the right to incorporate and as a corporation to enjoy 
certain privileges and immunities. How can such rights be regarded as in- 
alienable and immutable? Is it not evident that in granting the privilege of 
incorj)oration the state may fix the conditions, that it may say what the rights 
ol an incorporated body arc, that it may say that the privilege of limited lia- 
bility and perpetual succession shall be enjoyed only in so far as the corpo- 
ration meets certain specific obligations? 

^ el for reasons which it is not necessary for us to examine here, the abil- 
ity to incorporate came to be regarded in the nineteenth century not as a 
privilege granted by law but as some sort of une|ucstionable right. The found- 
ers of the American Republic had no such notion and the liberals of the 
cigbleentb century would have regarded it as preposterous. 

.'\ cbaiter ol incorporation to use property for profit is a state-created 
pnviUge, particularly when it grants to its members the partial immunity of 
limit* <1 liability. Ibeie is, therefore, no reason why that charter should be 
vague .md geneial: it can be made as specific in its definition of what rights 
the coi|>(jt.iiion may e\erci.sc and what duties it must [)crform as the law- 
makeis Jioo.se to make it. In the charter and in the statutes governing corpo- 
rations they can .stipulate any public policy they deem desirable. They can 
stipulaie that the members of the corporation shall not enjoy limited liability 
Ol I'eijiuiial succession if the courts find that they have violated the terms 
ol the Ji.uter, 1 he l.iwmakers can stipulate the giounds on which competi- 
toi.s, cusUaiieis, employee.s, creditors, and debtors may sue for violations of 
the Jiaiter .md the l.iw. Moreovci, the lawmakers may stipulate, if they deem 
it wise, how much land a corporation may owm and no title in excess of that 
amount would be .i good title. They may .stipulate as to whether one corpora- 
tion m.iy own anotliei, for how long and on what terms it may own patents, 
in what measure it may own natural re.source.s, whether it shall be capitalized 
through the issue ol bonds tir equity shares, what shall be the rights of its 
secuiitv holilers. 'I'heN may stipulate the manner in which the accounts shall 
be kept, aiul what inloimation must be made public and how often. 

lluis. without overhe.id direction, a very comprehensive regulation of cor- 
porate activity is teasible. It can be achieved by defining in the law the re- 
spective rights of .1 corporation and of those with whom it transacts business. 
'V ct siicli a system of regulation does not invest public officials with the au- 
thority to administer the affairs of the corporation or to issue commands 
and prohibitions to the corporate managers. It does not increase the power 
ol olficials over the life and labor of citizens. It merely readjusts, theoretically 
in any degree and in any manner, the rights of citizens with one another. 
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and then relies upon individuals to put the law in motion when they believe 
they can prove in court that their rights have been violated. 

But though, theoretically, the lawmakers could set any conditions they 
chose upon the right to incorporate, in fact they could not legislate capri* 
ciously. For as they approached the point where they were converting the 
privileges of incorporation into a risk and a burden, men would simply turn 
in their corporate charters and revert to some form of partnership. At that 
point the social advantages of the corporation would be lost, and the exces^ 
sive rights against corporations granted to customers, employees, investors, 
or competitors, would have defeated their own purposes. Thus the system 
would have to be reasonable in order to be effective. It would have to repre- 
sent a wise reconciliation of collaborating and competing interests. But that 
is one of the paramount virtues of the liberal method of regulating human 
affairs through the adjustment of private rights: that it is compelled to work, 
not by the compulsion of irresistible authority from on high but by concilia- 
tion, justice, and comity among persons. 

It has been a great illusion to think of the modern business corporation as 
a kind of autonomous principality with inherent power derived from some 
mysterious source that is independent of the state. The power of the business 
corporation is entirely a power granted by the state, dependent from day to 
day upon the continued enforcement of the law by the state which has in- 
vested it with its privileges and immunities. It cannot be true, as so many 
lawyers have argued, that corporate rights are inalienable and immutable 
and indefeasible. Previous to about 1850 a special act of the legislature was 
needed in order to charter a corporation. Fifty years ago no common-law 
lawyer would have thought it conceivable that one corporation could own 
the stock of another. The business corporation, as we know it, is founded on 
the fact that legislatures and courts gradually invested incorporated associ- 
ations with new rights, rights which did not exist a hundred years ago, rights 
which can, therefore, by no stretch of the imagination be regarded as any- 
thing but conditional and subject to alteration. 

By the same token it is no less untrue that modern corporate capitalism is 
a predestined development due to some mysterious necessity of the machine 
process, or to some inexorable tendency to the agglomeration of wealth and 
power. The promoters of the giant corporation were not giants to whom 
ordinary men had to yield. They were ordinarily enterprising men who 
made the most of legal privileges with which legislatures and courts 'had 
inadvertently endowed them. The essential elements out of which the giant 
corporations were assembled were titles to land and natural resources and 
patents; limited liability for debts and damages, perpetual succession, their 
chartered right to set up an internal government of the corporate organiza- 
tion. 

Any or all of these elements could have been and can at any time be re- 



524 CAPITALISM, SOCIALISM, WELFARE STATE 

defined and subjected to new conditions. In short, their existing rights are 
not absolute. The development of private corporate collectivism is in no 
sense inevitable. The potentialities of regulation are as numerous and varied 
as the points at which the corporation has relations — with its customers, its 
employees, its competitors, its providers of raw materials and transporta- 
tion, its stockholders and bondholders, its neighbors in the places where it 
operates, and the tax collector. The held of the business corporation is not 
an immunized area which is sterile to the possibility of reform and regula- 
tion. The business corporation can be reformed and regulated by a readjust- 
ment f)f private rights, and there is no reason whatever for the assumption, 
made both hy individuals and by collectivists, that corporations must either 
be allowed to enjoy all their present rights or be taken over and administered 
by the state. 


LUDWIG VON MISES 


5. The Free Market Economy* 


I. HIE CHARACTERISTICS OF THE MARKET ECONOMY 

The market economy is the social system of the division of labor under 
private ownership of the means of production. Everybody acts on his own be- 
half; but everybody’s actions aim at the satisfaction of other people’s needs 
as well as at the satisfaction of his own. Everybody in acting serves his fellow 
citizens. Everylx)dy, on the other hand, is served by his fellow citizens. Every- 
body is both a means and an end in himself; an ultimate end for himself 
and a means to other people in their endeavors to attain their own ends. 

This system is steered by the market. The market directs the individual’s 
activities into those channels in which he best serves the wants of his fellow 
men. There is in the operation of the market no compulsion and coercion. 
The state, the social apparatus of coercion and compulsion, does not inter- 
fere with the market and with the citizens’ activities directed by the market. 
It employs its jx)wer to beat people into submission solely for the prevention 
of actions destructive to the preservation and the smooth operation of the 
market economy. It protects the individual’s life, health, and property against 
violent or fraudulent aggression on the part of domestic gangsters and ex- 
ternal foes. Thus the state creates and preserves the environment in which 

• From Lu<iwig von Miscs, Human Aitton: A Treatise on Economics (Yale University Press, 
I94 q). By permission. 
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the market economy can safely operate. The Marxian slogan “anarchic 
production” pertinently characterizes this social structure as an economic 
system which is not directed by a dictator, a production tsar who assigns to 
each a task and compels him to obey this command. Each man is free; no- 
body is subject to a despot. Of his own accord the individual integrates him- 
self into the cooperative system. The market directs him and reveals to him 
in what way he can best promote his own welfare as well as that of other peo- 
ple. The market is supreme. The market alone puts the whole social system 
in order and provides it with sense and meaning. 

The market is not a place, a thing, or a collective entity. The market is a 
process, actuated by the interplay of the actions of the various individuals 
cooperating under the division of labor. The forces determining the — con- 
tinually changing — state of the market are the value judgments of these in- 
dividuals and their actions as directed by these value judgments. The state of 
the market at any instant is the price structure, i.e., the totality of the ex- 
change ratios as established by the interaction of those eager to buy and 
those eager to sell. There is nothing inhuman or mystical with regard to 
the market. The market process is entirely a resultant of human actions. Ev- 
ery market phenomenon can be traced back to definite choices of the mem- 
bers of the market society. 

The market process is the adjustment of the individual actions of the vari- 
ous members of the market society to the requirements of mutual coopera- 
tion. The market prices tell the producers what to produce, how to produce, 
and in what quantity. The market is the focal point to which the activities of 
the individuals converge. It is the center from which the activities of the 
individuals radiate. 

The market economy must be strictly differentiated from the second think- 
able— although not realizable— system of social cooperation under the di- 
vision of labor: the system of social or governmental ownership of the 
means of production. This second system is commonly called socialism, com- 
munism, planned economy, or state capitalism. The market economy or cap- 
italism, as it is usually called, and the socialist economy preclude one an- 
other. There is no mixture of the two systems possible or thinkable; there 
is no such thing as a mixed economy, a system that would be in part capital- 
istic and in part socialist. Production is directed cither by the market or by 
the decrees of a production tsar or a committee of production tsars. 

If within a society based on private ownership of the means of production 
some of these means are publicly owned and operated — that is, owned and 
operated by the government or one of its agencies — this does not make for 
a mixed system which would combine socialism and capitalism. The fact 
that the state or municipalities own and operate some plants does not alter 
the characteristic features of the market economy. These publicly owned 
and operated enterprises are subject to the sovereignty of the market. They 
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must fit themselves, as buyers of raw materials, equipment, and labor, and 
as sellers of goods and services, into the scheme of the market economy. 
They arc subjeit to the laws of the market and thereby depend on the con- 
sumers who may or may not patronize them. They must strive for profits 
f)r, at least, to avoid losses. The government may cover losses of its plants or 
shops by drawing on public funds. But this neither eliminates nor mitigates 
the supremacy of the market; it merely shifts it to another sector. For the 
means for covering the losses must be raised by the imposition of taxes. But 
this taxation has its effects on the market and influences the economic struc- 
ture according to the laws of the market. It is the operation of the market, 
and not the government collecting the taxes, that decides upon whom the 
incidence of the taxes falls and how they affect production and consump- 
tion. 'rhus the market, not a government bureau, determines the working of 
these publitly operated enterprises. 

II. FREEDOM 

T he words freedcjm ancl liberty signified for the most eminent representa- 
tives of mankind one ol the most precious and desirable goods. Today it is 
fashionable to sneer at them. They are, trumpets the modern sage, “slippery” 
notions and “bourgeois” prejudices. 

Freedom and liberty are not to be found in nature. In nature there is no 
phenomenon to which these terms could be meaningfully applied. Whatever 
man docs, he can never free himself from the restraints which nature im- 
poses upon him. II he wants to succeed in acting, he must submit uncon- 
tlitionally to the laws of nature. 

Freedom and liheity always refer to interhuman relations. A man is free 
as lar as he can live and get on without being at the mercy of arbitrary de- 
cisions on the part of other people. In the frame of society everybody de- 
pciuls upon his fellow citizens. Social man cannot become independent 
without forsaking all the advantages of social cooperation. The self-sufficient 
individual is independent, but he is not free. He is at the mercy of everybody 
who is stronger than himself. The stronger fellow has the power to kill him 
with impunity. It is therefore nonsense to rant about an alleged “natural” 
and "inborn" treedom which people are supposed to have enjoyed in the 
ages preceding the emergence of social bonds. Man was not created free; 
what frccikim he may possess has been given to him by society. Only societal 
conditions can present a man with an orbit within the limits of which he can 
attain liberty. 

Liberty and frccilom are the conditions of man within a contractual so- 
ciety. Social cooperation under a system of private ownership of the means 
of production means that within the range of the market the individual is 
not bound to obey and to serve an overlord. As far as he gives and serves 
other people, he does so of his own accord in order to be rewarded and 
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served by the receivers. He exchanges goods and services, he does not do 
compulsory labor and does not pay tribute. He is certainly not independent. 
He depends on the other members of society. But this dependence is mutual. 
The buyer depends on the seller and the seller on the buyer. 

There is no kind of freedom and liberty other than the kind which the 
market economy brings about. In a totalitarian hegemonic society the only 
freedom that is left to the individual, because it cannot be denied to him, is 
the freedom to commit suicide. 

The state, the social apparatus of coercion and compulsion, is by necessity 
a hegemonic bond. If government were in a position to expand its power 
ad libitum, it could abolish the market economy and substitute for it all- 
round totalitarian socialism. In order to prevent this, it is necessary to 
curb the power of government. This is the task of all constitutions, bills of 
rights, and laws. This is the meaning of all the struggles which men have 
fought for liberty. 

The detractors of liberty are in this sense right in calling it a “bourgeois” 
issue and in blaming the rights guaranteeing liberty for being negative. In 
the realm of state and government, liberty means restraint imposed upon the 
exercise of the police power. 

Liberty and freedom are terms employed for the description of the social 
conditions of the individual members of a market society in which the power 
of the indispensable hegemonic bond, the state, is curbed lest the operation 
of the market be endangered. In a totalitarian system there is nothing to 
which the attribute “free” could be attached but the unlimited arbitrariness 
of the dictator. 

There would be no need to dwell upon this obvious fact if the champions 
of the abolition of liberty had not purposely brought about a semantic 
confusion. They realized that it was hopeless for them to fight openly and 
sincerely for restraint and servitude. The notions liberty and freedom had 
such prestige that no propaganda could shake their popularity. Since time 
immemorial in the realm of Western civilization liberty has been consid- 
ered as the most precious good. What gave to the West its eminence was 
precisely its concern about liberty, a social ideal foreign to the oriental peo- 
ples. The social philosophy of the Occident is essentially a philosophy of 
freedom. The main content of the history of Europe and the communities 
founded by European emigrants and their descendants in other parts of the 
world was the struggle for liberty. “Rugged” individualism is the signature 
of our civilization. No open attack upon the freedom of the individual had 
any prospect of success. 

Thus the advocates of totalitarianism chose other tactics. They reversed 
the meaning of words. They call true or genuine liberty the condition of 
the individuals under a system in which they have no right other than to 
obey orders. They call themselves true liberals because they strive after such 
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a social order. They call democracy the Russian methods of dictatorial gov- 
ernment. They call the labor union methods of violence and coercion “in- 
dustrial dcm(x:racy.” They call freedom of the press a state of affairs in 
which only the government is free to publish books and newspapers. 
They define liberty as the opportunity to do the “right” things, and, of 
course, they arrogate to themselves the determination of what is right and 
what is not. In their eyes government omnipotence means full liberty. To 
free the police power from all restraints is the true meaning of their struggle 
for freedom. 

The market economy, say these self-styled liberals, grants liberty only to a 
parasitic class of exploiters, the bourgeoisie. These scoundrels enjoy the free- 
dom to enslave the masses. The wage earner is not free; he must toil for the 
sole benefit of his masters, the employers. The capitalists appropriate to them- 
selves what according to the inalienable rights of man should belong to 
the worker. Under socialism the worker will enjoy freedom and human 
dignity because he will no longer have to slave for a capitalist. Socialism 
means the emancipation of the common man, means freedom for all. It 
means, moreover, riches for all. 

In spite of these serious shortcomings of the defenders of economic free- 
dom it was impossible to fool all the people all the time about the essential 
features of socialism. The most fanatical planners were forced to admit that 
their projects involve the abolition of many freedoms people enjoy under 
capitalism and “pluto-democracy.” Pressed hard, they resorted to a new sub- 
terfuge. The freedom to be abolished, they emphasize, is merely the spuri- 
ous “economic” freedom of the capitalists that harms the common man. 
Outside the “economic sphere” freedom will not only be fully preserved, but 
considerably expanded. “Planning for Freedom” has lately become the most 
p)upular slogan of the champions of totalitarian government and the Russifi- 
cation of all nations. 

The fallacy of this argument stems from the spurious distinction between 
two realms of human life and action, entirely separated from one another, 
viz., the “economic” sphere and the “noneconomic” sphere. With regard to 
this issue there is no need to add anything to what has been said in the pre- 
ceding pages. However, there is another point to be stressed. 

Freedom, as people enjoyed it in the democratic countries of Western 
civilization in the years of the old liberalism’s triumph, was not a product 
of constitutions, bills of rights, laws, and statutes. Those documents aimed 
only at safeguarding liberty and freedom, firmly established by the operation 
of the market economy, against encroachments on the part of officeholders. 
No government and no civil law can guarantee and bring about freedom 
otherwise than by supporting and defending the fundamental institutions of 
the market economy. Government means always coercion and compulsion 
and is by necessity the opposite of liberty. Government is a guarantor of 
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liberty and is compatible with liberty only if its range is adequately restricted 
to the preservation of economic freedom. Where there is no market economy, 
the best'intentioned provisions of constitutions and laws remain a dead let- 
ter. 

The freedom of man under capitalism is an effect of competition. The 
worker docs not depend on the good graces of an employer. If his employer 
discharges him, he finds another employer. The consumer is not at the 
mercy of the shopkeeper. He is free to patronize another shop if he likes. 
Nobody must kiss other people’s hands or fear their disfavor. Interper- 
sonal relations arc businesslike. The exchange of goods and services is mu- 
tual; it is not a favor to sell or to buy, it is a transaction dictated by selfishness 
on either side. 

It is true that in his capacity as a producer every man depends either di- 
rectly — e.g., the entrepreneur — or indirectly — e.g., the hired worker — on the 
demands of the consumers. However, this dependence upon the supremacy 
of the consumers is not unlimited. If a man has a weighty reason for defying 
the sovereignty of the consumers, he can try it. There is in the range of the 
market a very substantial and effective right to resist oppression. Nobody is 
forced to go into the liquor industry or into a gun factory if his conscience 
objects. He may have to pay a price for his conviction; there arc in this 
world no ends the attainment of which is gratuitous. But it is left to a man’s 
own decision to choose between a material advantage and the call of what 
he believes to be his duty. In the market economy the individual alone is the 
supreme arbiter in matters of his satisfaction. 

Capitalist society has no means of compelling a man to change his occu- 
pation or his place of work other than to reward those complying with the 
wants of the consumers by higher pay. It is precisely this kind of pressure 
which many people consider as unbearable and hope to sec abolished un- 
der socialism. They arc too dull to realize that the only alternative is to con- 
vey to the authorities full power to determine in what branch and at what 
place a man should work. 

In his capacity as a consumer man is no less free. He alone decides what 
is more and what is less important for him. He chooses how to spend his 
money according to his own will. 

The substitution of economic planning for the market economy removes 
all freedom and leaves to the individual merely the right to obey. The au- 
thority directing all economic matters controls all aspects of a man’s life and 
activities. It is the only employer. All labor becomes compulsory labor be- 
cause the employee must accept what the chief deigns to offer him. The 
economic tsar determines what and how much of each the consumer may 
consume. There is no sector of human life in which a decision is left to the 
individual’s value judgments. The authority assigns a definite task to him, 
trains him for this job, and employs him at the place and in the manner it 
deems expedient. 
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As soon as the economic freedom which the market economy grants to its 
members is removed, all political liberties and bills of rights become hum- 
bug. Habeas corpus and trial by jury are a sham if, under the pretext of eco- 
nomic expediency, the authority has full power to relegate every citizen it 
dislikes to the arctic or to a desert and to assign him “hard labor” for life. 
Freedom of the press is a mere blind if the authority controls all printing 
offices and paper plants. And so are all the other rights of men. 

III. INEQUALITY OF WEALTH AND INCOME 

The inequality of individuals with regard to wealth and income is an es- 
sential feature of the market economy. 

The fact that freedom is incompatible with equality of wealth and income 
has been stressed by many authors. There is no need to enter into an examina- 
tion of the emotional arguments advanced in these writings. Neither is it 
necessary to raise the question of whether the renunciation of liberty could in 
itself guarantee the establishment of equality of wealth and income and 
whether or not a society could subsist on the basis of such an equality. Our 
task is merely to describe the role inequality plays in the framework of the 
market society. 

In the market society direct compulsion and coercion are practiced only 
for the sake of preventing acts detrimental to social cooperation. For the rest 
individuals are not molested by the jwlice power. The law-abiding citizen is 
free from the interference of jailers and hangmen. What pressure is needed 
to impel an individual to contribute his share to the cooperative effort of 
production is exercised by the price structure of the market. This pressure 
is indirect. It puts on each individual’s contribution a premium graduated 
according to the value which the consumers attach to this contribution. In 
rewarding the individual’s effort according to its value, it leaves to every- 
body the choice between a more or less complete utilization of his own facul- 
ties and abilities. This method can, of course, not eliminate the disadvantages 
of inherent personal inferiority. But it provides an incentive to everybody to 
exert his faculties and abilities to the utmost. 

The only alternative to this financial pressure as exercised by the market 
is direct pressure and compulsion as exercised by the police power. The 
authorities must l>e entrusted with the task of determining the quantity and 
quality of work that each individual is bound to perform. As individuals are 
unequal with regard to their abilities, this requires an examination of their 
(personalities on the part of the authorities. The individual becomes an in- 
mate of a penitentiary, as it were, to whom a definite task is assigned. If he 
fails to achieve what the authorities have ordered him to do, he is liable to 
punishment. 

It is im()ortant to realize in what the difference consists between direct 
pressure exercised for the prevention of crime and that exercised for the 
#>vrrkrtinn nf a drfinitr nerformance. In the former case all that is required 
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from the individual is to avoid a certain mode of conduct, precisely deter- 
mined by law. As a rule it is easy to establish whether or not this interdiction 
has been observed. In the second case the individual is liable to accomplish 
a definite task; the law forces him toward an indefinite action, the deter- 
mination of whith is left to the decision of the executive power. The indi- 
vidual is bound to obey whatever the administration orders him to do. 
Whether or not the command issued by the executive power was adequate 
to his forces and faculties and whether or not he has complied with it to 
the best of his abilities is extremely difficult to establish. Every citizen is with 
regard to all aspects of his personality and with regard to all manifestations 
of his conduct subject to the decisions of the authorities. In the market econ- 
omy in a trial before a penal court the prosecutor is obliged to produce 
sufficient evidence that the defendant is guilty. But in matters of the perform- 
ance of compulsory work it devolves upon the defendant to prove that the 
task assigned to him was beyond his abilities or that he has done all that can 
be expected of him. The administrators combine in their persons the offices 
of the legislator, the executor of the law, the public prosecutor, and the 
judge. The defendants arc entirely at their mercy. This is what people have 
in mind when speaking of lack of freedom. 

No system of the social division of labor can do without a method that 
makes individuals responsible for their contributions to the joint productive 
effort. If this responsibility is not brought about by the price structure of the 
market and the inequality of wealth and income it begets, it must be en- 
forced by the methods of direct compulsion as practiced by the police. 


DAVID E. ULIENTHAL 


6. The Ca$e for Big Buaineai* 


To those individuals who are deeply distrustful of business in its effects on 
human welfare and values, the question whether Big Business has in fact 
brought benefits — ^both material and intangible — to the people of the country 
‘‘has nothing to do with the case.” 

Such skepticism and even cynicism toward business and businessmen has 
articulate present-day spokesmen. They arc the legatees of centuries of aver- 
sion, disbelief and rejection of the ethical and cultural standards of business- 

• From David E. Lilienthal, Big Busina*, A "New Era (Harper and Brothers, 19,53). By per- 
mission. 
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men, expressed not only by political leaders but also by great imaginative 
writers — novelists, playwrights, satirists, poets and religious seers. 

As a consequence a deeply held dogma exists; to those who are its current 
adherents, evidence of the actual benefits conferred by Big Business is neither 
persuasive nor even relevant- They will be no more persuaded by a recital 
of such testimony than will dogmatic extremists about government be will- 
ing to weigh, open-mindedly, whether or not creative consequences flow 
from some of the newer functions of government. 

Our basic economic laws, as they arc now construed and applied to Big 
Business, reflect very largely this dogmatic indifference to results and per- 
formance. The fact that a Big Business in fact is benefiting the country is 
waved aside as irrelevant in determining whether that business should be 
divided up or restrained. To them the important thing is the iron law, not 
the living breathing facts of life. The “rule of reason” of the earlier days of 
our fight on monopoly has become attenuated by the rule of dogma. 

This rigidity, however, is not typical of the way the great body of laymen 
think. For by and large we are a country of reasonable and moderate people, 
always open to reason on the basis of results. We say “you’ve got to show me” 
—but we are ready to be shown. 

In this book I direct myself to those who by habit look at the results, the 
actual consequences of Bigness as they appear in our daily lives. 

BIGNESS FOR NATIONAL SECURITY 

With the single exception of the effect of Bigness upon the individual, na- 
tional security is the most important test of the principle and practice of 
Bigness in contemporary American life. 

To the extent that the principle of Bigness, in our economic life, contributes 
in an affirmative and an indispensable way to the strengthening of our 
national security we should, by an explicit and affirmative national policy, 
encourage and protect that kind of Bigness. 

In this decade of danger, productivity in turning out a prodigious flow of 
armament and developing new scientific weapons is the most important 
single test of the utility of Bigness in serving the national security. But it is 
not the sole test. Offsetting factors must be counted, too, in reaching a gen- 
eral judgment, or in particular cases. For example, is productivity by Big- 
ness achieved at the expense of a physically dangerous overconcentration of 
industry in already highly concentrated areas? Is it at the exp>ense of labor- 
management tensions of a hazardous kind? Docs Big Business demand arm- 
ament profits so exorbitant as to destroy confidence and support for the de- 
fense effort among many people? These are relevant factors in judging the 
effectiveness of Big Business. 

Whether Bigness is an impediment to national security, or whether it is 
in most vital regions literally indispensable to it, should be measured by 
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thinking of “national security” in the broadest sense. It is not only a matter 
of the manufacture of tanks and armor plate and bazookas and all the tens 
of thousands of items required for our military forces and those of our 
friends who depend upon us for arms. Our security also requires high pro- 
ductivity of the “civilian” goods and services essential for the health and vigor 
of our country. Moreover, we are now agreed, in principle at least, that eco- 
nomic aid to free peoples in Europe and Asia is in a very immediate sense 
part of the strengthening of our own security. 

It is in these broader terms that I think we should weigh the issue of Big- 
ness and national security. 

My own opportunities for close observation in this area cover the fifteen- 
year period of 1937-1952. During all but the last two years of this fifteen- 
year period I was in the public service, with responsibility for some aspects of 
national security. 

My work both in TV A and the Atomic Energy Commission involved the 
production of strictly military defense materials (in TV A, ammonium ni- 
trate and elemental phosphorus, both munitions; in AEC, atomic bombs). 
It also involved the widest ramifications of a defense program, such as 
planning for and producing electric power for aluminum, finding ways of 
stimulating food production, and so on. Dealings with hundreds of different 
kinds of business organizations, involving in total several billions of dollars, 
on specific and concrete matters of production, were the grist of the work of 
myself and my associates. 

From my own experience I conclude that Big Business and the principles 
and techniques of Bigness are indispensable to our security. Accordingly, I 
believe that our national laws, our national climate of opinion, and the atti- 
tude of our public servants shouldf be consistent with that conclusion. 

This is not always the case. I can illustrate by a single experience, out of 
many, from my work as chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission. The 
case involves a vital security interest, namely the last step in the production 
of atomic bombs, which is the fabrication of the components, and their as- 
sembly into a workable weapon. 

On January i, 1947, the new civilian Atomic Energy Commission took 
over the responsibilities of atomic weapon development and production from 
the Army’s Manhattan District. By this time many of the great scientists who 
had actually fabricated the first bombs had returned to their various labora- 
tories. But a superb scientific team remained in Los Alamos, on a mountain- 
top in New Mexico, carrying on the fundamental work. We new commis- 
sioners took our first look into the secret bomb-storage areas. 

The result was a shock. The substantial stockpile of atom bombs we and 
the top military assumed was there, in readiness, did not exist. Furthermore, 
the production facilities that might enable us to produce quantities of atomic 
bombs so engineered that they would not continue to require a Ph.D. in 
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physics to handle them in the held, likewise did not exist. No quantity pro 
duction of these weapons was possible under the existing “handicraft” setup. 

To redesign the bomb so it would be a genuine field weapon, to carry 
forward fundamental work on new designs, to design and build a plant in 
which this infinitely complex thing could be put into quantity industrial' 
type production, and then to operate such a factory required talents in an 
unusual and remarkable combination. 

First of all, this task required industrial experience. What we wanted was 
not something that could be done in a laboratory alone, but in a production 
center, with factory techniques, factory mechanics (of a high order of skill, 
it is true) and factory management. 

Second, what wc wanted done required men of a high order of ability in 
scientific fundamentals, equal to any in the universities but also experienced 
in dealing with industrial problems and with industrial associates. 

Third, this task called for a special kind of operating experience in dealing 
with the technical characteristics of systems used in these weapons, and 
others then actively under development, new weapons which have since 
been proof-tested. 

Most important of all, these three capabilities of research, industrial tech- 
niques and operation had to be combined in the same team, with experience 
in working together as a unit. 

To go out and create such an organization was out of the question. There 
was not time. 

It was our “hunch” that there was such an organization in existence — the 
Bell System, that is, the team consisting of the American Telephone & Tele- 
graph ('ompany and its associated operating companies, together with the 
Bell l.aboratories, a research and development institution, and Western Elec- 
tric, the manufacturing arm of the system. 

A careful analysis confirmed this initial “hunch.” I spent Decoration Day 
of i94() with the president of A. T. & T., the late Leroy Wilson. On be- 
half of Presitlent Truman and the Atomic Energy Commission, I requested 
that A. T. & T., Bell Laboratories and Western Electric, as a team, take the 
heavy responsibility which I have here summarized. Mr. Wilson said that 
his cf)mpany was already committed to important defense work, and while 
it did not relish another great load such as this, the Bell System would accept 
the assignment as in the national interest. 

Then he said (and I paraphrase only) : the government is asking the Bell 
System to put its rescarch-manufacturing-operation setup to work on this 
task because it is a combination of these things that you regard as essential 
to the nation’s security. I must tell you, he said, that a few months ago the 
government, through the Antitrust Division of the Department of Justice, 
filed a suit under the Sherman .\nti-trust Act to sever the Western Electric 
from the Bell System, as well as to split up Western Electric into several 
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parts. What the government asks in this lawsuit, Mr. Wilson indicated, is that 
the courts break up and dissolve the very orgatfizational unity and size you 
say this vital security job requires. The fairness of telephone rates, including 
the cost of Western Electric equipment, Mr. Wilson said, is regulated by the 
states and the Federal Communications Commission. What the Antitrust 
Division charges is essentially that this team we have put together is too 
big, and should be made smaller. 

The Bell System took over the Sandia operation (as this part of atomic 
weapons production is called) not long after my meeting with Mr. Wilson, 
It has been responsible for it ever since. The stepped-up production of atomic 
bombs and the favorable results in the tests of new weapons, as officially 
announced from time to time, are, I am sure, in considerable measure due 
to the unique contribution of the Bell System and of the great scientific tal- 
ents in the Los Alamos laboratory. 

The antitrust suit to break up the Bell System is pending, and is being 
prepared for trial. 

There may be those who would say: But in the end the Bell System may 
win its case in the courts; and in any case, win or not, it certainly will be five 
years or more before a final decision to sever the Bell System is rendered in 
the Supreme Court. How then is the atomic bomb program injured nou/, 
how is our nation’s security impaired by a possible dismemberment 
that may not transpire for years, if ever? 

The answer may not be obvious to anyone not aware of the prodigious 
human demands on a company’s management that preparation for .such a 
great litigation entails, or of the morale consequences on management of 
the possibility hanging over them of an enforced reorganization of the whole 
enterprise. 

A terrible pressure of work falls upon the most responsible men both in 
management and in technical pursuits in such large organizations as 
A. T. & T. and the many others, public and private, that carry much of the 
heavy job of keeping this country’s technical weapons at the highest possible 
level. The figures of American production of civilian goods plus prodigious 
technical feats of armament need to be translated into terms of the toll they 
exact on men. 

The preparation of the company’s side of a suit such as the Bell case, in- 
volving as it does the technical side of the business and going back into trans- 
actions and decisions of many years ago, rec^uires countless hours of work 
by the top-level executives and technicians who participated in those deci- 
sions. Since men of these attainments and experience are few in number, 
since they cannot wholly delegate this task of preparation to others (it is they 
who know most of the surrounding circumstances) , both the preparation for 
a crucial lawsuit and the urgent v^ork of the government’s defense program 
suffer, inevitably, for even the strongest men have limits to their stamina. 
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This example of the Bell System — ^and there are other recent instances, 
with grave implications for national security — ^presents one of the strongest 
possible reasons for an early and rigorous re-examination of our whole public 
policy and public attitudes toward Bigness. 

BIGNESS FOR INDIVIDUAL SECURITY 

Just as we insist that our country be secure, in a military sense, against the 
hazards that lie in wait for us as a nation, we have also, in more recent years, 
adopted another kind of security as a goal: individual economic security. 
How has Bigness as a characteristic of business furthered this objective? 

Take year-round employment for industrial workers, as an example. Our 
desire for a stable and humane social system leads us to seek to reach this 
most difficult of objectives. 

Here and there quite small businesses, by superior management, have 
made excellent headway in this direction. 

As a broad proposition, however (in industries of seasonal demand in 
particular), Bigness is necessary to accomplish the necessary planning of pro- 
duction, and the requisite influence upon purchaser habits and distribution 
practices. To smooth out the dips of employment it is often necessary to be 
able to stockpile or accumulate large inventories or to shift from one kind 
of product to another for a temporary period, or to move into markets in 
widely separated parts of the country or even of the world. Only a business 
of substantial size can do this. 

A stable and humane society is one that recognizes the individual’s natu- 
ral desire for a measure of security and peace of mind in old age. Such a so- 
ciety will favor an industrial system that can provide extensive and liberal 
pensions. Such pension systems, ideally, should, I think, be designed as much 
as possible to be a cost of the particular business, rather than chiefly a cost 
assessed against everyone through taxes. In this way it becomes a challenge 
to management’s skill, and a part of the system of incentives and rewards 
by which management and organized labor can improve the general health 
of the particular business or industry. 

Some small business units have provided excellent pension systems. But 
here again, as a broad proposition, the outstanding pensions plans are those 
of larger enterprises. That these plans often did not originate with enlight- 
ened management, that their adoption often required the force of legislation 
(opi^sed by many big concerns) and the pressure of union activity, is cer- 
tainly true; but the results are now the important thing. The resulting pen- 
sion plans are good, and no one but extremists will ever try to do away with 
them. 

As a youth I lived and worked for a time in Gary, Indiana. In the great 
U.S. Steel mills at that time the working hours were 13*4 hours a day one 
week, and 1 1 V2 hours the alternate week, seven days a weel(. Now, due largely 
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to unionization, governmental action and managerial enlightenment, steel- 
workers at Gary receive retirement pensions— to say nothing o£ short hours, 
high wages and vacations with pay. Big Business of even a generation ago 
and today operate in two entirely different worlds. 

One of the most remarkable and most heartening chapters of social history 
is the evolution of the relations between employers and employees in Amer- 
ican industry to their present stage of development. 

In this country at mid-century the idea of “class war” as a means of im- 
proving the lot of workers — an idea that once had a striving start — has almost 
entirely disappeared. Efforts by management to suppress and destroy inde- 
pendent labor unions by almost any means, including violence, espionage, 
corruption of union officers and economic coercion, have become rare. 

With all its painful and obvious limitations, this record is one of the great- 
est achievements of American democracy. Moreover, to the extent that the 
individual worker is increasingly protected from the exercise of arbitrary 
power of his supervisor or employer — the very essence of freedom in the earn- 
ing of one’s living — and has an effective voice in the running of his union’s 
affairs, this accomplishment to date, crude and unfinished as it is, takes its 
place with some of the greatest in the history of individual freedom. 

But this development is only at its beginning. There will be setbacks now 
and then; but the most constructive and creative period is still before us. 

Taking the picture as a whole, the most potent leadership — in unions and 
in management — in this marked social change has been found in companies 
of substantial size. (The outstanding exception is probably the women’s and 
men’s clothing industry, where small units are common.) A generation ago 
about the worst instances of suppression and coercion by management and 
class-warfare tactics and violence by unions occurred in our largest industries 
— steel and automobiles, for example. Today, the reverse is true. 

On May 23, 1950, an agreement was entered into between one of America’s 
biggest of Big Businesses, General Motors, and the United Auto Workers 
(CIO). In a number of respects this contract represents a pioneer undertak- 
ing. Its terms, for example, is without precedent: for five years both the 
business and the union agree to abide by the agreement “without reopening 
by either party for any cause.” This agreement embodied an explicit recogni- 
tion by General’Motors of the dollars-and-cents value of responsibility by a 
labor union. Charles Wilson, head of G.M., was not niggardly in giving 
credit to the union; the company could never have made the agreement, he 
said, had the union not “demonstrated ... its sincerity and responsibility in 
carrying out agreements in the past.” 

The agreement included provisions against hazards to life and health, 
and for pensions, hospital coverage and vacations. In addition to an adjust- 
ment of wages each three months in accordance with changes in the cost of 
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living, the contract included a much-praised and also much-criticized “im- 
provement factor ” Four cents per hour was to be added to all wages, an- 
nually, throughout the period of the contract. But the reasoning behind this 
provision gives it its long-range importance. The contracting parties, man- 
agement and labor, used the following words in the agreement itself: 

The annual improvement factor provided herein recognizes that a con- 
tinuing improvement in the standard of living of employees depends upon 
technological progress, better tools, methods, processes and equipment and 
a co-operative attitude on the part of all parties in such progress. It further 
recognizes the principle that to produce more with the same amount of 
human effort is a sound economic and social objective. 

C'ornmenting on this provision the president of G.M. said: “Both parties 
completely accept the principle of progress, including the use of machines, 
mechanical pcjwer and better organization, better working conditions and 
better arrangement of the work in order not to waste human effort.” 

PRODUCTIVITY AND BIGNESS 

My responsibility, as a public servant, for industrial operations, and my 
study of areas outside my own direct experience have convinced me that 
the encouragement of Bigness is essential if we arc to maintain the highest 
levels of production and the lowest costs of basic industrial commodities. 

Iron- and steclmaking are examples. In this country, until about a hundred 
years ago, iron- and steclmaking were carried on by many plants. Each of 
these numerous plants was small. As a consequence of technical develop- 
ments and the great expansion in the market for all kinds of steel products, 
this situation changed completely. As we produced more and more tons of 
pig iron, the number of the iron- and steelmaking furnaces decreased, and 
the size of the individual furnaces grew. This trend continues until our 
day, when we have witnessed a spectacular increase in the total productive- 
ness of the country and in the size of the individual furnaces. 

As things stand today, and for the next decade or so at least, to get high 
productivity and low cost of iron and steel, we must have big machinery — 
even bigger than at present perhaps. This requires the resources and man- 
agerial scope of big companies, with earnings adequate to attract the vast 
capital expenditures required. 

Much the same thing is true in another field of production, one upon 
which most of America’s modern industry — and her security and living 
Standards— is built. 1 refer to the production of electrical energy, public and 
private, whether created by water power, or by using coal, gas or oil as the 
fuel for operating a steam turbine. (This is, of course, not a competitive in- 
dustry, but one of legal, regulated monopoly.) 
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Wc cat up electric power at an unbelievable rate; in my opinion this trend 
will continue for an almost indefinite period. 

It is not easy to comprehend the change in our rate of use of electricity. In 
1936, TVA’s Norris Dam was considered a large addition to the nation’s 
power supply. The late Wendell Willkie vigorously contended, in 193^, that 
Norris Dam should not be built because it would create a big “surplus” of 
electricity. The water wheels and power generators, two in number, had a 
total capacity of 100,000 kilowatts. 

Norris Dam is only one — and not one of the very largest — of more than a 
score of such structures built since that time by TV A. Today, to meet prodi- 
gious atomic energy plant requirements, TVA is also installing new coal- 
burning, power-generating facilities (the individual generators now grown 
from 50,000 to 200,000 kilowatts with the most recent order being for 250,- 
000 kilowatts in a single machine) that in total represent more power ca- 
pacity than thirty Norris Dams. Just to keep up with the normal increase in 
annual needs of power, for the same region for which Norris Dam was built, 
will require new power plants the equivalent of seven Norris Dams each 
year. 

I cite these figures from this one relatively small region only as illustrative 
of what is going on by way of increasing demands for electricity in almost 
every other part of the country. By 1970, America’s electrical energy output 
will probably be more than doubled over 1950. 

It is at last becoming clear that electricity is so fundamental to the life of 
the nation that no one should ever concern himself about a “surplus.” Elec- 
tricity in great quantities, at low cost, creates its own market, creates new 
uses and new productivity, which in turn creates further need for more 
electricity. 

These comments about electric supply go to the heart of the issue of Big- 
ness. For it takes Bigness of individual power units. Bigness of power-supply- 
ing enterprises and Bigness of electric equipment companies to create the 
huge pools of power we need, timed for our needs, and at low cost. 

To build turbines and generators of this mammoth size and their ever- 
bigger transmission equipment requires Bigness in the manufacturing com- 
pany — Bigness of research, development and production. To operate units 
of this size and their transmission systems that are required to move the 
blocks of power calls for a big electric enterprise, whether it be a TVA or 
Bonneville Administration, a Pacific Gas & Electric or a Commonwealth 
Edison. 

Similar considerations apply to basic minerals. The maintenance of the 
United States as a going concern requires almost unbelievably large quan- 
tities of iron ore, copper, bauxite (for aluminum), petroleum, coal, phos- 
phate and other raw minerals. It is not simply that it would be “a nice thing” 
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to have these. We must have them to live, and in quantities that not many 
years ago would have seemed out of the question. But looking ahead a 
single generation, to the year 1975, the prospect for basic life-essential min- 
erals presents a challenging picture. 

The problem has three principal parts. 

First, we must explore for and discover and develop our remaining raw 
minerals lying within the United States, and do so in the most effective way 
possible. For their development the best engineering and business practice 
is required. 

Second, where our American reserves of high-grade materials are nearing 
an end — iron and copper ores are outstanding examples — we must develop 
technical means of utilizing ores of constantly lower and lower concentration, 
at costs that are bearable. Well utilized, we have the technical and business 
talents to stretch our low-grade home supplies for a very long time. This 
will require huge outlays of private capital, and call for great adjustments 
within industry and in many communities. 

Third, we need to increase the already vast activity directed toward ex- 
ploring, developing and transporting to our shores raw materials mined in 
other parts of the world. 

To meet this major and overshadowing problem of basic resources our 
government, of course, has vital roles to play; but for end results we must, 
in the main, rely upon Big Business. The magnitude of private resources 
required for this task, the managerial complexity of the problem and the 
high responsibilities assumed when operations go on in other countries — 
such as the development of oil in the Middle East and of oil and iron ore in 
Venezuela — make this problem essentially one for very large mature enter- 
prises. They need to be well led, by responsible and modern-minded men — 
generally but not universally the case today. But in any case, they must 
be big. 

BIGNESS AND THE DISTRIBUTION OF GOODS AND CREDIT 

As I have traveled about the parts of the world which are clinical cases of 
poverty, uncleanliness and the most undemocratic disparity between classes 
—the most utterly poor and the most conspicuously rich— what impressed 
me greatly was not lack of natural resources or favorable climate, or an un- 
educable people: it was that these people have suffered most grievously 
from lack of a sensible and efficient system of distribution of goods. 

America’s progress, economically, can be told in considerable measure by 
our advance in the techniques of distribution, as the unhappy condition of 
the Middle East or Latin America is attributable in substantial measure to 
a debilitating and static system of distribution. The terrible toll of the poor 
man’s substance that their miserable distribution systems exact is one of the 
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saddest commentaries on the lives of at least half the pcoolc of the world 
today. If a fraction of the indignation expended on the unquestionably ar* 
chaic land laws of these backward countries was directed toward improving 
the inefficient distribution system, faster progress would be made all along 
the line. And what is the most obvious functional characteristic of distribu- 
tion in these regions.^ It is the smallness of individual units. 

The story in America and in Britain and parts of Europe is different. Big 
Business must receive the major credit for leadership in these great achieve- 
ments in distribution. 

When buying a product at an American store, Mr. and Mrs. Consumer 
have to pay about as much for the cost of getting that commodity from the 
factory or farm as it cost to produce it in the first place. The product must 
usually weave its way through a maze of wholesalers, jobbers, distributors 
and retail stores until at last it slides across the store counter, or the delivery 
truck deposits it at the customer’s door. Nothing is more important to the 
budget and living standards of the average family than ways and means, if 
possible, of cutting these costs of distribution. 

To whittle down this high proportion of the “cost of living” involved in 
getting their product into peoples hands is a major preoccupation of a large 
segment of American men of business. 

It is here — in distribution — that Bigness has made what is perhaps its most 
spectacular change in the face of everyday American life. I refer, of course, to 
the chain store. It is only somewhat more than one generation ago that the 
distribution of goods was almost entirely in the hands of local “department 
stores” or small independent retail stores. 

Once the independent merchant was the prime representative of middle- 
class life in most parts of the United States. The waning of his importance 
has had important effects on economic thinking and on politics. How 
deeply— even bitterly — this strong and highly respected group of merchants 
resented the inroads of the chain store is difficult to understand in a time 
when the A&P, the Penney Stores, Sears, Roebuck, Montgomery Ward and 
a multitude of other chain establishments are to be found in every city and 
town in America. That feeling still persists to some degree, but cannot 
compare in intensity to that which I remember as a youth in a Midwestern 
small town of forty years ago. 

How could it happen that the chain-store system would grow and prosper 
despite the great political strength and warm popular sympathy enjoyed by 
the independent merchant and grocer? 

It is difficult to escape the conclusion that, on the whole. Bigness won be- 
cause it did a good job ior the buying public. 

Bigness in getting goods to people, h^ proved to the customer that it can 
cut the cost of distribution for essential commodities. Big Business in dis- 
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tribution has helped mightily to make foods once seasonal or local or only 
for the rich widely available to almost all economic groups in all corners of 
the country. It has been a main factor in improving the human and hygienic 
conditions under which all goods, and particularly foods, arc supplied to 
people. These arc by no means “merely” economic gains: these represent 
practical workaday applications of democratic aspirations. 

In my opinion, therefore, those antitrust prosecutions and proceedings, 
and actions in Ojngress, which, in effect, are leveled against the mass pro- 
duction and mass distribution of goods by chain-store systems, in the end 
will fail. There is a simple reason for this: Bigness in distribution is in the 
consumer’s interest, by and large. 

It has also been in the interest of employees. Take the number of hours 
stores used to be open for business in the days before the chain stores, when 
the owner-operated small store was the rule. They were, characteristically, 
open from early morning until eight or nine o’clock at night, even later on 
Saturdays; the hours of labor of the proprietor and the “clerks” were out- 
rageously long and wearying. 

What of the part played by the chain-store method of distribution in im- 
proving the hygienic conditions in the distribution of foodstuffs.^ Today, in 
the chain-store period of grocery stores, very few foods are sold in bulk. An 
actual cracker barrel, symbol of social “argufying” in the small-town grocery 
store, is no longer to be seen; and similarly the sugar barrel, the tea and 
coffee bin, the bulk sale of butter and lard and a hundred other staples. We 
have Bigness largely to thank for this major improvement. A similar com- 
ment could be made about the great improvement in cleanliness in handling 
meat and milk today, compared to the days when these products were dis- 
tributed almost exclusively by the small operator of a butcher shop or a 
“creamery.” 

My own observation has been that in many — though not in all — areas, 
the chain-store technique of organization has in fact reduced the cost of 
distribution of many products, and improved the human setting of the dis- 
tribution of goods in our country. The personal relation between the store- 
keeper and the customer, and the active participation of local store manag- 
ers in community affairs — where most chain establishments have in the past 
certainly fallen short — is apparently on its way toward improvement. 

It is now quite well understood that mass distribution has contributed 
greatly to the competitive system and to our standard of living. But the 
beneficial effect of improved methods of distribution upon production of 
these goods is little comprehended. The most notable instance I know of 
is that of Sears Roebuck & Company. Although Sears itself has grown big- 
ger and bigger, both as merchandiser and manufacturer, its policies have re- 
sulted in the creation of many new, small manufacturers, and greater stability 
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for existing smaller concerns from which it buys; these suppliers now number 
about 20,000. Departing from an earlier preoccupation with price alone, Sears 
has come also to stress the quality of the products of its suppliers. 

Almost of equal importance has been the effect of this huge business in 
improving the management skills of small manufactuiers from whom they 
buy the thousands of items one finds in their catalogue and in their retail 
outlets throughout the world. This development of Sears’ policy, both 
here and abroad, has done much for the modernizing of the management of 
smaller manufacturers, teaching them how to do a better job of production, 
cost keeping, etc., and making available to them the benefits of research 
and engineering. 

What Bigness has done to improve the distribution of goods it shows 
promise of doing in the quite different but equally vital area of the im- 
proved “distribution” of credit. 

Making credit and banking services more responsive to Mr. Average Citi- 
zen's needs, making them serve him more intelligently and at low cost, are 
gains Bigness can render that may prove as significant for the public and 
for business enterprise as those secured through the advent and influence 
of the chain-store system. 

The small businessman, in particular, has need of a banking and credit 
system big enough to spread risks and thus keep down the cost of credit to 
them, equipped with enough specialized knowledge and services to help 
him with his own special credit problems, and localized into even the 
smallest community. Such credit facilities may mean for the small enterprise 
the difference between failing and prospering. 

1 have remarked that in poverty-stricken countries smallness is the mark 
of the corrosive and inefficient systems of distribution of goods; so it is also 
with their banking and credit systems. Usurious moneylenders, who prey 
on the needs of the helpless and who contribute little to the country’s de- 
velopment, are the rule; banking and credit as a constructive, imaginative 
and enterprise-irrigating function rarely exists. It was a pernicious credit 
system that as much as any single cause held back the people of the South 
for almost fifty years after the Civil War, tying many of them to a decaying 
cotton economy, delaying the growth of a diversified agriculture and retard- 
ing industry and commerce. Such a suffocating credit system was not a plot 
hatched by a big banking combine; it was the product of small, provincial 
credit monopolies. 

The American credit picture today is in marked contrast to this sterile 
and inhumane picture. It is characterized by remarkable and increasing di- 
versity and freedom of choice for the man or business in need of credit. 
There arc now several places to which an individual may freely turn for 
his credit needs, whether for personal loans — ^funds for a new house or for 
a new refrigerator — or for his small business or his farm. There arc many 
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alternatives open to businessmen or public bodies if the credit required is 
very large, for a mine or manufacturing plant or a super-highway system 
or city water-supply. 

Never have there been more avenues of credit, private, mutual nonprofit, 
cooperative, public; never has there been a more intelligent, creative and 
responsive concept of the role of finance in the building of the community 
and region. 

Bigness in banking has helped bring this to pass, whether the banking is 
commercial banking, mutual, co-operative or public. An outstanding ex- 
ample of Bigness in private commercial banking in its modern role of aid- 
ing in the development of a whole region is afforded by a glance at branch 
banking. 

This form of banking is by no means a novel one confined to the United 
States; in Canada and Britain, for example, it has long been standard and 
successful practice. The American talent for large-scale enterprises, and for 
the control of their abuses, indicates that branch banking has an even 
greater future in the United States. The best known, oldest and largest ex- 
ample is the Bank of America in the state of California. 

California’s history, in the past forty years, has been one of extraordinary 
growth in population and in wealth. In this unique development the di- 
versity of men’s ways of making a livelihood and therefore the demands 
made upon its credit system moves over as wide a spectrum as the diversity 
of California’s climate, from the high Sierras to the Imperial Valley. This 
has required financing of every conceivable need, from the building of 
countless homes for a burgeoning population to the requirements of the 
mining industry, from avocado ranches to tuna canning, from cotton raising 
(a relatively new crop) to the special needs of an old industry, shipping, 
from the need for credit for Mickey Mouse and the cartoon movie industry 
to individual consumer credit for washing machines, from funds for huge 
metropolitan water systems to small local community paving programs. 

Bigness played a determining role in the supply and distribution of credit 
for a large part of this great story of American development. The largest 
bank in terms of resources in the United States— seven and a half billions of 
dollars — is not in “old” New York City but in “new” California, the Bank 
of America National Trust and Savings Association. Within the state the 
Bank of America has developed the branch bank system to a degree not 
known elsewhere in the country. The number of branches is impressive; 
as of September 30, 1952, there were 537 branches throughout California. 
There is hardly a community so small that one docs not find in it a branch 
of the Bank of America. The sheer number of its deposit accounts — 5,111,- 
524— and the variety of its services, reflect a most intensive use of private 
banking facilities and a varied utilization of credit as an integral part of the 
development of California. 
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JOHN KENNETH GALBRAITH 


7. The Theory of Countervailing Power* 


On the night of November 2, 1907, the elder Morgan played solitaire in 
his library while the panic gripped Wall Street. When the other bankers 
had divided up the cost of saving the tottering Trust Company of America, 
he presided at the signing of the agreement, authorized the purchase of 
the Tennessee Coal & Iron Company by the Steel Corporation to encourage 
the market, cleared the transaction with President Roosevelt and the panic 
was over. There, as legend has preserved and doubtless improved the story, 
was a man with power a self-respecting man could fear. 

A mere two decades later, in the crash of 1929, it was evident that the 
Wall Street bankers were as helpless as everyone else. Their effort in the 
autumn of that year to check the collapse in the market is now recalled as 
an amusing anecdote; the heads of the New York Stock Exchange and the 
National City Bank fell into the toils of the law and the first went to prison; 
the son of the Great Morgan went to a Congressional hearing in Washing- 
ton and acquired fame, not for his authority, but for his embarrassment 
when a circus midget was placed on his knee. 

As the banker, as a symbol of economic power, passed into the shadows 
his place was taken by the giant industrial corporation. The substitute was 
much more plausible. The association of power with the banker had always 
depended on the somewhat tenuous belief in a “money trust” — on the no- 
tion that the means for financing the initiation and expansion of business 
enterprises was concentrated in the hands of a few men. The ancestry of 
this idea was in Marx’s doctrine of finance capital; it was not susceptible 
to statistical or other empirical verification at least in the United States. 

By contrast, the fact that a substantial proportion of all production was 
concentrated in the hands of a relatively small number of huge firms was 
readily verified. That three or four giant firms in an industry might exercise 
power analogous to that of a monopoly, and not different in consequences, 
was an idea that had the most respectable of ancestry in classical economics. 
So as the J. P. Morgan Company left the stage, it was replaced by the two 
hundred largest corporations — ^giant devils in company strength. Here was 
economic power identified by the greatest and most conservative tradition 
in economic theory. Here was power to control the prices the citizen paid, 
the wages he received, and which interposed the most formidable of ob- 

• From John Kenneth Galbraith, Amtrican Capitalism: The Concept of Countervailing Power 
(Houghton Mifflin Company, Boston, 195*)- By permission. 
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staclcs of size and experience to the aspiring new firm. What more might 
it accomplish were it to turn its vast resources to corrupting politics and 
controlling access to public opinion? 

Yet, as was so dramatically revealed to be the case with the omnipotence 
of the banker in 1929, there are considerable gaps between the myth and 
the fact. The comparative importance of a small number of great corpora- 
tions in the American economy cannot be denied except by those who have 
a singular immunity to statistical evidence or striking capacity to manipu- 
late it. In principle the American is controlled, livelihood and soul, by the 
large corporation; in practice he seems not to be completely enslaved. Once 
again the danger is in the future; the present is still tolerable. Once again 
there may be lessons from the present which, if learned, will save us in 
the future. 


II 

As with social efficiency, and its neglect of technical dynamics, the paradox 
of the unexercised power of the large corporation begins with an important 
oversight in the underlying economic theory. In the competitive model — 
the economy of many sellers each with a small share of the total market — 
the restraint on the private exercise of economic power was provided by 
other firms on the same side of the market. It was the eagerness of com- 
petitors to sell, not the complaints of buyers, that saved the latter from 
spoliation. It was assumed, no doubt accurately, that the nineteenth-century 
textile manufacturer who overcharged for his product would promptly 
lose his market to another manufacturer who did not. If all manufacturers 
found themselves in a position where they could exploit a strong demand, 
and mark up their prices accordingly, there would soon be an inflow of 
new competitors. The resulting increase in supply would bring prices and 
profits back to normal. 

As with the seller who was tempted to use his economic power against the 
customer, so with the buyer who was tempted to use it against his labor or 
suppliers. The man who paid less than prevailing wage would lose his labor 
force to those who paid the worker his full (marginal) contribution to earn- 
ings. In all cases the incentive to socially desirable behavior was provided by 
the competitor. It was to the same side of the market and thus to competi- 
tion that economists came to look for the self-regulatory mechanism of the 
economy. 

They also came to look to competition exclusively and in formal theory 
still do. The notion that there might be another regulatory mechanism 
in the economy has been almost completely excluded from economic 
thought. Thus, with the widespread disappearance of competition in its clas- 
sical form and its replacement by the small group of firms if not in overt, 
at least in conventional or tacit collusion, it was easy to suppose that since 
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competition had disappeared, all effective restraint on private power had 
disappeared. Indeed this conclusion was all but inevitable if no, search was 
made for other restraints and so complete was the preoccupation with com- 
petition that none was made. 

In fact, new restraints on private power did appear to replace competi- 
tion. They were nurtured by the same process of concentration which im- 
paired or destroyed competition. But they appeared not on the same side of 
the market but on the opposite side, not with competitors but with custom- 
ers or suppliers. It will be convenient to have a name for this counterpart of 
competition and I shall call it countervailing power} 

To begin with a broad and somewhat too dogmatically stated proposition, 
private economic power is held in check by the countervailing power of 
those who arc subject to it. The first begets the second. The long trend to- 
ward concentration of industrial enterprise in the hands of a relatively few 
firms has brought into existence not only strong sellers, as economists have 
supposed, but also strong buyers as they have failed to sec. The two develop 
together, not in precise step but in such manner that there can be no doubt 
that the one is in response to the other. 

The fact that a seller enjoys a measure of monopoly power, and is reaping 
a measure of monopoly return as a result, means that there is an inducement 
to those firms from whom he buys or those to whom he sells to develop the 
power with which they can defend themselves against exploitation. It 
means also that there is a reward to them, in the form of a share of the gains 
of their opponents’ market power, if they arc able to do so. In this way the 
existence of market power creates an incentive to the organization of an- 
other position of power that neutralizes it. 

The contention I am here making is a formidable one. It comes to this: 
G)mpetition which, at least since the time of Adam Smith, has been viewed 
as the autonomous regulator of economic activity and as the only available 
regulatory mechanism apart from the state, has, in fact, been superseded. 
Not entirely, to be sure. There are still important markets where the power 
of the firm as (say) a seller is checked or circumscribed by those who pro- 
vide a similar or a substitute product or service. This, in the broadest sense 
that can be meaningful, is the meaning of competition. The role of the 
buyer on the other side of such markets is essentially a passive one. It con- 
sists in looking for, perhaps asking for, and responding to the best bargain. 
The active restraint is provided by the competitor who offers, or threatens 
to offer, a better bargain. By contrast, in the typical modern market of 
few sellers, the active restraint is provided not by competitors but from the 

* I have been tempted to coin a new word for thU which would have the same convenience as 
the term competition and had I done so my choice would have been “countervailence." How- 
ever, the phrase “countervailing power” is more desaiptive and does not have the raw sound of 
any newly fabricated word. 
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other side of the market by strong buyers. Given the convention against 
price competition, it is the role of the competitor that becomes passive. 

It was always one of the basic presuppositions of competition that market 
power exercised in its absence would invite the competitors who would 
eliminate such exercise of power. In other words competition was regarded 
as a self ‘generating regulatory force. The doubt whether this was in fact so 
after a market had been pre-empted by a few large sellers, after entry of 
new firms had become difficult and after existing firms had accepted a 
convention against price competition, was what destroyed the faith in com- 
petition as a regulatory mechanism. Countervailing power is also a self- 
generating force and this is a matter of great importance. Something, 
although not very much, could be claimed for the regulatory role of the 
strong buyer in relation to the market power of sellers, did it happen that, 
as an accident of economic development, such strong buyers were frequently 
juxtaposed to strong sellers. However it is far more important that, as with 
the ancient presupposition concerning competition, the regulatory role of 
the strong buyer, in relation to the market power of the strong seller, is also 
self-generating. As noted, power on one side of a market creates both the 
need for, and the prospect of reward to, the exercise of countervailing power 
from the other side.^ In the market of small numbers, the self-generating 
power of competition is a chimera. That of countervailing power, by con- 
trast, is readily assimilated to the common sense of the situation and its ex- 
istence, once we have learned to look for it, is readily subject to empirical 
verification. 

Market power can be exercised by strong buyers against weak sellers as 
well as by strong sellers against weak buyers. In the competitive model, 
competition acted as a restraint on both kinds of exercise of power. This is 
also the case with countervailing power. In turning to its practical manifest- 
ations, it will be convenient, in fact, to begin with a case where it is exercised 
by weak sellers against strong buyers. 

Ill 

The operation of countervailing power is to be seen with the greatest clarity 
in the labor market where it is also most fully developed. Because of his 
comparative immobility, the worker has long been highly vulnerable to 

'This has been one of the reasons I have reiected the terminology of bilateral monopoly in 
characterizing this phenomenon. As bilateral monopoly is treated in economic literature, it is an 
adventitious occurrence. This, obviously, misses the point and it is one of the reasons that the 
investigations of bilateral monopoly, which one would have thought might have been an avenue 
to the regulatory mechanisms here isolated, have in fact been a blind alley. However, this line 
of investigation has also been sterilized by the confining formality of the assumptions of monopo- 
listic and (more rarely) oligopolistic motivation and behavior with which it has been approached. 
(Cf. for example, William H. Nkholls, Imperfect Competition wittun Agricultural Industries, 
Ames, Iowa: 1941, pp. 58 ff.) As noted later, oligopoly facilitates the exercise, of countervailing 
market power by enabling the strong buyer to play one seller off against another. 
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private economic power. The customer of any particular steel mill, at the 
turn of the century, could always take himself elsewhere if he felt he was 
being overcharged. Or he could exercise his sovereign privilege of not buy- 
ing steel at all. The worker had no comparable freedom if he felt he was 
being underpaid. Normally he could not move and he had to have work. 
Not often has the power of one man over another been used more callously 
than in the American labor market after the rise of the large corporation. 
As late as the early twenties, the steel industry worked a twelve-hour day 
and seventy-two-hour week with an incredible twenty-four-hour stint every 
fortnight when the shift changed. 

No such power is exercised today and for the reason that its earlier 
exercise stimulated the counteraction that brought it to an end. In the ulti- 
mate sense it was the power of the steel industry, not the organizing abilities 
of John L. Lewis and Philip Murray, that brought the United Steel Workers 
into being. The economic power that the worker faced in the sale of his la- 
bor — the competition of many sellers dealing with few buyers — made it nec- 
essary that he organize for his own protection. There were rewards to the 
power of the steel companies in which, when he had successfully developed 
countervailing power, he could share. 

As a general though not invariable rule there are strong unions in the 
United States qnly where markets are served by strong corporations. And it 
is not an accident that the large automobile, steel, electrical, rubber, farm- 
machinery and non-ferrous metal-mining and smelting companies all bar- 
gain with powerful CIO unions. Not only has the strength of the corpo- 
rations in these industries made it necessary for workers to develop the 
protection of countervailing power, it has provided unions with the oppor- 
tunity for getting something more as well. If successful they could share 
in the fruits of the corporation’s market power. By contrast there is not a 
single union of any consequence in American agriculture, the country’s 
closest approach to the competitive model. The reason lies not in the diffi- 
culties in organization; these are considerable, but greater difficulties in 
organization have been overcome. The reason is that the farmer has not 
possessed an y power over his labor force, and at least until recent times has 
not had any rewards from market power, which it was worth the while of 
a union to seek. As an interesting verification of the point, in the Great Val- 
ley of California, the large farmers of that area have had considerable power 
vis-il-vis their labor force. Almost uniquely in the United States, that region 
has been marked by persistent attempts at organization by farm workers. 

The other industries which are not marked by any high degree of con- 
centration, and accordingly arc not especially powerful in their labor market, 
do not normally have strong unions. The textile industry, boot and shoe 
manufacture, lumbering and other forest industries in most parts of the 
country, and smaller wholesale and retail enterprises, are all cases in poinL 
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I do not advance the theory of countervailing power as a monolithic ex- 
planation of trade-union organization; in the case of bituminous-coal min- 
ing and the clothing industry, for example, the unions have emerged as a 
supplement to the weak market position of the operators and manufactur- 
ers. They have assumed price- and market-regulating functions that are 
the normal functions of management. Nevertheless, as an explanation of 
the incidence of trade-union strength in the American economy, the theory 
of countervailing power clearly fits the broad contours of experience. 

IV 

The labor market serves admirably to illustrate the incentives to the devel- 
opment of countervailing power and it is of great importance in this mar- 
ket. However, its development, in response to positions of market power, 
is pervasive in the economy. As a regulatory device one of its most important 
manifestations is in the relation of the large retailer to the firms from which 
it buys. The way in which countervailing power operates in these markets 
is worth examining in some detail. 

One of the seemingly harmless simplifications of formal economic theory 
has been the assumption that producers of consumers’ goods sell their 
prodticfs directly to consumers. All business units are held, for this reason, 
to have broadly parallel interests. Each buys labor and materials, combines 
them and passes them along to the public at prices that, in some sense, maxi- 
mize returns. Were this in fact the case, the lot of the consumer would be 
an unhappy one. 

In practice, gewds pass to retailers whose interests, normally,® are at sharp 
variance with those of their suppliers. The typical retailer is deeply con- 
cerned with his volume of sales. This is uniquely important for minimiz- 
ing inventory risk, it is a prime factor in the prestige of the concern, and, 
of course, it is one of the dimensions of profit. The convention that excludes 
cutthroat price competition— in the case of retailers tht cutting of gross mar- 
gins is ob.served by retailers as by other firms. Nonetheless, lower prices — 
a low level in general as well as low prices in relation to those of other firms 
—arc regarded by one whole class of retailers as the major device for obtain- 
ing and maintaining volume. It is in their interest accordingly to resist any 
«crcisc of market power by their suppliers that results in higher prices. 
More imjxjrtant, any power retailers can exercise to reduce their supplier’s 
prices will redound to their benefit. It will enable them to use price as an 
inducement without breaking the convention against destructive cutting of 
their own margins. 

Such an opportunity exists only when their suppliers are enjoying some- 
thing that can be taken away, i.c., when they are enjoying the fruits of mar- 
ket |H)wcr from which they can be separated. Thus, in precise parallel with 

• An exception of great imporunce will be stressed presently. 
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the labor market, we find the retailer with both a protective and profit in- 
centive to develop countervailing power whenever his supplier is in pos- 
session of market power. The practical manifestation of this, over the last 
half-century, has been the spectacular rise of the food chains, the variety 
chains, the mail-order houses (now graduated into chain stores), the de- 
partment-store chains, and the co-operative buying organizations of the, sur- 
viving independent department and food stores. 

This development has been the countervailing response to previously es- 
tablished positions of power. The gains from invading these positions have 
been considerable. The rubber tire industry is a fairly commonplace example 
of oligopoly. Four large firms are dominant in the market. In the thirties. 
Sears, Roebuck & Co. was able, by exploiting its role as a large and indis- 
pensable customer, to procure tires from Goodyear Tire & Rubber Com- 
pany at a price from twenty-nine to forty per cent lower than the going mar- 
ket. These it resold to thrifty motorists for from a fifth to a quarter less 
than the same tires carrying the regular Goodyear brand. 

One consequence of the failure of the government to recognize the role 
of countervailing power is that many hundreds of pages of court records 
have detailed the exercise of this power by the Great Atlantic & Pacific Tea 
Company. There is little doubt that this firm has used the countervailing 
power it has developed with considerable artistry. In 1937, a survey by the 
company indicated that, for an investment of $175,000, it could supply itself 
with corn flakes. Assuming that it charged itself the price it then was pay- 
ing to one of the three companies manufacturing this delicacy, it could earn 
a modest sixty-eight per cent on the outlay. Armed with this information, 
and the threat to go into the business which its power could readily make 
effective, it had no difficulty in bringing down the price by approximately 
ten per cent.^ Such gains from the exercise of countervailing power, it will 
be clear, could only occur where there is an exercise of original market 
power with which to contend. The A & P could have reaped no comparable 
gains in buying staple products from the farmer. Committed as he is to the 
competition of the competitive model, the farmer has no gains to sur- 
render. Provided, as he is, with the opportunity of selling all he produces 
at the impersonally determined market price, he has not the slightest incen- 
tive to make a special price to A & P beyond that which might be associated 
with the simple economics of bulk sale. 

The examples of the exercise of countervailing power by Sears, Roebuck 
and A & P just cited show how this power is deployed in its most dramatic 
form. The day-to-day exercise of the buyer’s power is a good deal less spectac- 
ular but also a good deal more significant. At the end of virtually every 
channel by which consumers’ goods reach the public there is, in practice, a 
layer of powerful buyers. In the food market there arc the great food chains; 

*I am indebted to my friend Professor M. A. Adelman for these details which are from his 
forthcoming book, on the A & P Case, to be published by the. Harvard University Prcffc 
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in clothing there are the department stores, the chain department stores and 
the department store buying organizations; in appliances there are Sears, 
Roebuck, and Montgomery Ward and the department stores; these latter 
firms are also important outlets for furniture and other house furnishings; 
the drug and cosmetic manufacturer has to seek part of his market through 
the large drug chains and the department stores; a vast miscellany of con- 
sumers’ goods pass to the public through Wool worth’s, Kresge’s and the 
other variety chains. 

In all of these cases buyers deal directly with the manufacturer and there 
are few of the latter who, in setting prices, do not have to reckon with the 
attitude and reaction of their powerful customers. The retail buyers have a 
variety of weapons at their disposal to use against the market power of their 
suppliers. Their ultimate sanction is to develop their own source of supply 
as the forjd chains, Scars, Roebuck, and Montgomery Ward have extensively 
d(Mie. They can also concentrate their entire patronage on a single supplier 
and, in return for a lower price, give him security in his volume and relieve 
him of selling and advertising costs. 

The more commonplace but more important exercise of countervailing 
power consists, merely, in keeping the seller in a state of uncertainty as to 
the intentions of a buyer who is indispensable to him. The larger of the 
retail buying organizations place orders around which the production 
schedules and occasionally the investment of even the largest manufacturers 
become organized. A shift in this custom imposes prompt and heavy loss. 
The threat or even the fear of this sanction is enough to cause the supplier 
to surrender some or all of the rewards of his market power. He must, 
frequently, make a more conditional surrender to less potent buyers if he 
is not to be more than ever in the power of his large customers. It will be 
clear that in this operation there are rare opportunities for playing one sup- 
plier off against another. 

A measure of the importance which large retailing organizations attach 
to the deployment of their countervailing power is the prestige they accord 
to their buyers. These men (and women) are the key employees of the 
modern large retail organization; they are highly paid and they are among 
the most intelligent and resourceful people to be found anywhere in busi- 
ness. In the everyday course of business, they are considerably better known, 
both for their capacities and their power, than the salesmen from whom 
they buy. 

There are producers of consumers’ goods who have secured themselves 
from exercise of countervailing power. Some, like the automobile and the 
oil industry, have done so either by integrating their distribution through to 
the consumer or because they have an organization of small and dependent 
and therefore fairly powerless dealers. It seems probable that in a few in- 
dustries, tobacco manufacture for example, the members are strong enough 
and have sufficient solidarity to withstand any pressure applied to them even 
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by the most powerful buyer. However, even the tobacco manufacturers, 
under conditions that were especially favorable to the exercise of counter- 
vailing power in the thirties, were forced to make liberal price concessions, 
in the form of advertising allowances, to the A & P and possibly also to 
other large customers. When the comprehensive representation of large re- 
tailers in the various fields of consumers’ goods distribution is considered, 
it is reasonable to conclude — ^the reader is warned that this is an important 
generalization — that most positions of market power in the production of 
consumers’ goods are covered by positions of countervailing power. 

Countervailing power also manifests itself, although less visibly, in pro- 
ducers’ goods markets. For many years the power of the automobile com- 
panies, as purchasers of steel, has sharply curbed the power of the steel mills 
as sellers. Detroit is the only city where the recently oulawed basing-point 
system was not used to price steel. Under the basing-point system, all pro- 
ducers regardless of location quoted the same price at any particular point of 
delivery. This minimized the opportunity of a strong buyer to play one 
seller off against the other. The large firms in the automobile industry had 
developed the countervailing power which enabled them to do precisely 
this. They were not disposed to tolerate any limitations on their exercise of 
such power. In explaining the quotation of “arbitrary prices’’ on Detroit 
steel, a leading student of the basing-point system has recently recognized, 
implicitly, the role of countervailing power by observing that “it is difficult 
to apply high cartel prices to particularly large and strong customers such as 
the automobile manufacturers in Detroit.’’ ® 

The more normal operation of countervailing power in producers* goods 
markets turns on the relatively small number of customers which firms in 
these industries typically have. Where the cigarette or soap manufacturer 
numbers his retail outlets by the hundreds of thousands and his final con- 
sumers by the millions, the machinery or equipment manufacturer counts 
his customers by the hundreds or thousands and, very often, his important 
ones by the dozen. The latter are important to the seller as individuals and 
are able to collect the rewards of that importance. As elsewhere, the market 
pays a premium to those who develop power as buyers that is equivalent to 
the market power of those from whom they buy. The reverse is true where 
weak sellers do business with strong buyers. 

V 

There is an old saying, or should be, that it is a wise economist who 
recognizes the scope of his own generalizadons. While countervailing power 
is of decisive importance in regulating the exercise of private economic 

■ Richard B. Tennant, The American Cigarette Induttry (New Haven: Yale University Preia, 
1950), p. 312. 

• Fritz Machlup, The Basing Point System (Philadelphia: BlakUton Co., 1949), p. 115. 
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power, it is not universally effective. Some industries, because they are inte- 
grated through to the consumer or because their product passes through a 
dependent dealer organization, have not been faced with countervailing 
power. As noted, there are a few cases where a very strong market position 
has proven impregnable even against the attacks of strong buyers. And there 
are cases where the dangers from countervailing power have, apparently, 
been rccf)gni7.cd and where it has been successfully resisted. 

An example of successful resistance to countervailing power is the residen- 
tial-building industry. No segment of American capitalism evokes less pride. 
Yet anyone approaching the industry with the preconceptions of competi- 
tion in mind is unlikely to see, very accurately, the reasons for its short- 
comings. There arc many thousands of individual firms in the business of 
building houses. Nearly all are small — the capital of the typical housebuilder 
runs from a few hundred to a few thousand dollars. The members of the 
industry oppose little market power to the would-be house owner. Except 
in times of extremely high building activity there is aggressive competition 
for business. 

The industry does show many detailed manifestations of guild restraint. 
Builders arc frecpiently in alliance with each other, the unions, and local 
politicians to protect prices, wages and to maintain established building 
techniques. These derelictions have been seized upon avidly by the critics of 
the industry. Since they represent its major departure from the competitive 
model, they have been assumed to be the cause of the poor performance of 
the housing industry. 

Unhappily, were the restraints on contract prices, materials and techniques 
in the industry swept away, it seems improbable that the prices of new 
hou.ses would be much changed and the satisfaction of customers with what 
they get for what they pay much enhanced. The reason is that the typical 
builder would still be a small and powerless figure contending with unions 
that are far stronger than he and buying his building materials in small 
quantities at high cost from suppliers with effective market power. It is these 
factors which, very largely, determine the cost of the house. 

The builder is kept without power. With few exceptions, the manufactur 
ers of building supplies decline to sell direct to the builder. This prevents 
any one of the latter from bringing pressure to bear on his source of supply; 
at the same time it helps keep all builders relatively small and powerless by 
uniformly denying them the economies of direct purchase. All must pay 
jobbers and retailers’ margins. A few builders — a spectacular case is Levitt 
& Sons of Long Island — have managed to circumvent this ban.’’^ As the re- 
sult of more effective buying, a much stronger position in dealing with labor, 
and the savings from large-scale production of houses, they have notably 

established a wholly-owned building-supply company to buy materials lor its 
projects. Fortune. August 1947, p. 168. 
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increased the satisfaction of customers with what they receive for thcii: 
money. Few can doubt that the future of the industry, if its future is to im- 
prove on its past, lies with such firms. 

Thus it is the notion of countervailing power, not of competition, which 
points the way to progress in the housing industry. What is needed is fewer 
firms of far greater scale with resulting capacity to bring power to bear upon 
unions and suppliers. It is the absence of such firms, and of the resulting 
economics, which helps explain why one sector of this industry — low-cost 
housing where cost is especially important in relation to ability-to-pay — ^has 
passed under government management. In the absence of an effective reg- 
ulating mechanism within the industry in the form of countervailing power, 
private entrepreneurship has been superseded. 

VI 

The development of countervailing power requires a certain minimum op- 
portunity and capacity for organization, corporate or otherwise. If the large 
retail buying organizations had not developed the countervailing power 
which they have used, by proxy, on behalf of the individual consumer, con- 
sumers would have been faced with the need to organize the equivalent of 
the retailer’s power. This would be a formidable task but it has been ac- 
complished in Scandinavia and, in lesser measure, in England where the 
consumer’s co-operative, instead of the chain store, is the dominant instru- 
ment of countervailing power in consumers’ goods markets.® Quite prob- 
ably there would have been similar organization in the United States. The 
fact that there are no consumer co-operatives of any importance in the 
United States is to be explained, not by any inherent incapacity of the Amer- 
ican for such organization, but because the chain stores pre-empted the gains 
of countervailing power first. The counterpart of the Swedish Kooperative 
Forbundet or the British Co-operative Wholesale Societies has not appeared 
in the United States simply because it could not compete with the A & P and 
the other large food chains. The meaning of this, which incidentally has 
been lost on devotees of the theology of co-operation, is that the chain stores 
arc approximately as efficient in the exercise of countervailing power as a 
co-operative would be. In parts of the American economy where propri- 
etary mass buyers have not made their appearance, notably in the purchase 
of farm supplies,, individuals (who are also individualists) have shown as 
much capacity to organize as the Scandinavians and the British and have 
similarly obtained the protection and rewards of countervailing power. The 
Grange League Federation, the Eastern States Farmers’ Exchange and the 
Illinois Farm Supply Company, co-operatives with annual sales running to 
multi-million-dollar figures, arc among the illustrations of the point. 

• Especially in Scandinavia the co-operative has been explicitly viewed as a device W counter- 
ing the power of the cartels — i.c., as an instrument for the exercise of countervailing power. 
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However, it must not be assumed that it is easy for great numbers of in- 
dividuals to coalesce and organize countervailing power. In less developed 
communities, Puerto Rico for example, one finds people fully exposed to the 
exactions of strategically situated importers, merchants and wholesalers and 
without the apparent capacity to develop countervailing power in their own 
behalf. (Anyone, incidentally, who doubts the force of the countervailing 
power exercised by large retailer-buying organizations would do well to con- 
sider the revolution which the entry of the large chain stores would work 
in an economy like that of Puerto Rico and also how such an intrusion 
would be resented and perhaps resisted by importers and merchants now 
able to exercise their market power with impunity against the thousands of 
small, independent and inefficient retailers who are their present outlets.) 

In light of the difficulty in organizing countervailing power, it is not sur- 
prising that the assistance of government has repeatedly been sought in this 
task. Withciut the phenomenon itself being full recognized, the provision of 
state assistance to the development of countervailing power has become a 
major function of government — perhaps the major domestic function of 
government. Much of the domestic legislation of the last twenty years, that 
of the New Deal episode in particular, only becomes fully comprehensible 
when it is viewed in this light. 


VII 

I come now to the major limitation on the operation of countervailing 
power — a matter of much importance in our time. Countervailing power is 
not exercised uniformly under all conditions of demand. It does not function 
at all as a restraint on market power when there is inflation or inflationary 
pressure on markets. 

Because the competitive model, in association with Say’s Law, was as- 
sumed to find its equilibrium at or near full employment levels, economists 
for a long time were little inclined to inquire whether markets in general, 
or competition in particular, might behave differently at different levels of 
economic activity, i.c., whether they might behave differently in prosperity 
and depression. In any case the conventional division of labor in economics 
has assigned to one group of scholars the task of examining markets, and 
competitive behavior, to another a consideration of the causes of fluctuations 
in the economy. The two fields of exploration are even today separated by 
watertight bulkheads, or, more accurately, by professorial division of labor 
and course requirements. Those who have taught and written on market 
behavior have assumed a condition of general stability in the economy in 
which sellers were eager for buyers. To the extent, as in recent years, that 
they have had to do their teaching or thinking in a time of inflation — in a 
time when, as the result of strong demand, eager buyers were besieging re- 
luctant sellers — they have dismissed the circumstance as abnormal. They 
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have drawn their classroom and textbook illustrations from the last period of 
deflation, severe or mild. 

So long as competition was assumed to be the basic regulatory force in the 
economy these simplifications, although they led to some error, were not too 
serious. There is a broad continuity in competitive behavior from conditions 
of weak to conditions of strong demand. At any given moment there is a 
going price in competitive markets that reflects the current equilibrium of 
supply-and-demand relationships. Even though demand is strong and prices 
are high and rising, the seller who prices above the going or equilibrium 
level is punished by the loss of his customers. The buyer still has an 
incentive to look for the lowest price he can find. Thus market behavior is 
not fundamentally different from what it is when demand is low and prices 
are falling. 

There are, by contrast, differences of considerable importance in market 
behavior between conditions of insufficient and excessive demand when 
there is oligopoly, i.e., when the market has only a small number of sellers. 
The convention against price competition, when small numbers of sellers 
share a market, is obviously not very difficult to maintain if all can sell all 
they produce and none is subject to the temptation to cut prices. Such a 
device for maintaining the convention against price competition as the bas- 
ing-point system only has significance when demand is insufficient in rela- 
tion to capacity. The basing-point system by making known, or easily cal- 
culable, the approved prices at every possible point of delivery in the country 
provided protection against accidental or surreptitious price-cutting. Such 
protection is not necessary when there is no temptation to cut prices. By an 
interesting paradox when the basing-point system was attacked by the 
government in the late depression years it was of great consequence to the 
steel, cement and other industries that employed it. When, after the deliber- 
ate processes of the law, the system was finally abolished by the courts in 
April 1948, the consequences for the industries in question were rather slight. 
The steel and cement companies were then straining to meet demand that 
was in excess of their capacity. They were under no temptation to cut prices 
and thus had no current reason to regret the passing of the basing-point 
system. 

These differences in market behavior under conditions of strong and of 
weak demand are important and there are grounds for criticizing their neg- 
lect — or rather the assumption that there is normally a shortage of buyers — 
in the conventional market analysis. However, the effect of changes in de- 
mand on market behavior becomes of really profound importance only when 
the role of countervailing power is recognized. Countervailing power, as a 
restraint on market power, only operates when there is a relative scarcity of 
demand. Only then is the buyer important to the seller and this is an obvious 
prerequisite for his bringing his power to bear on the market power of the 
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seller. If buyers are plentiful, that is, if supply is small in relation to current 
demand, the seller is under no compulsion to surrender to the bargaining 
power of any customer. The countervailing power of the buyer, however 
great, disappears with an excess of demand. With it goes the regulatory or 
restraining role of countervailing power in general. Indeed, the best hope of 
the buyer, under conditions of excess demand, may be to form a coalition 
with the seller to bring about an agreed division of returns.® 

Following the useful practice of testing theory against experience, it is 
worth noting that it was the twenties and the thirties which were the periods 
of great growth of chain and group buying enterprises.'® In sharp contrast 
with most other types of business, the early depression years especially were 
favorable to the great chain stores. These were years when demand, gener- 
ally, fell short of the capacity of suppliers to meet it. Thus they were favorable 
to the exercise of countervailing power. The intensity of the trade agitation 
against the mass retailers, culminating in 1936 in the passage of the Robin- 
son-Patman Act (designed as we shall see presently to limit their exercise 
of this power), was itself a measure of the chain’s advantage in this period. 
By contrast, during the years of strong demand and short supply during 
World War II, the chain stores lost ground, relatively, to independents. As 
this strong demand in relation to supply destroyed their capacity to exercise 
countervailing power, their advantage disappeared. It is interesting to note 
that the trade agitation and resentment against the chains almost completely 
disappeared during the war and postwar years. 

However, it is again in the labor market where the change in the pattern of 
exercise of countervailing power that accompanies changes in demand can 
be seen with greatest clarity. Here also it has the most portentous conse- 
quences. In industries where strong firms bargain with strong unions, the 
management of the former has what has come to be considered a normal 
resistance to wage increases when demand is not pressing upon capacity. 
To yield is to increase unit costs. The firm cannot with impunity pass along 
these higher costs to its customers. There may be a question as to whether 
other firms in the industry will follow suit; there will always be a question 
of the effect of the higher prices on sales. If the demand for the products is in 
any measure elastic the consequence of the higher prices will be a loss of 

‘The cveryJay distinction between a "buyers” and a "sellers” market and the frequency of 
its use reflect the importance which participants in actual markets attach to the ebb and flow of 
countervailinft power. That this distinction has no standing in formal economics follows from the 
fact that countervailing power has not been recognized by economists. As frequently happens, 
practical men have devised a terminology to denote a phenomenon of great significance to 
themselves but which, since it has not been assimilated to economic theory, has never appeared in 
the textbtx^ks. The concept of the "break-even point.” generally employed by businessmen but 
largely ignored in economic theory, is another case in point. 

National Economic Committee. Large Scale Organization in the Food In- 
dustries. Monograph No. 3s by A. C. Hoffman (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office), 
pp. 5 ff. 
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volume. This, with its effect on employment in the industry, is something 
of which modern union leadership, as well as management, is usually con- 
scious. Thus the trial of strength between union and management associated 
with collective bargaining is, essentially, over the division of profits. When 
demand is limited, we have, in other words, an essentially healthy mani- 
festation of countervailing power. The union oppose.': its power as a seller 
of labor to that of management as a buyer: At stake is the division of the 
returns. An occasional strike is an indication that countervailing power is 
being employed in a sound context where the costs of any wage increase 
cannot readily be passed along to someone else. It should be an occasion for 
mild rejoicing in the conservative press. The Daily WorI(^, eagerly con- 
templating the downfall of capitalism, should regret this manifestation of 
the continued health of the system. 

Under conditions of strong demand, however, collective bargaining takes 
on a radically different form. Then management is no longer constrained 
to resist union demands on the grounds that higher prices will be reflected 
in shrinking volume. There is now an adequate supply of eager buyers. The 
firm that first surrenders to the union need not worry lest it be either the 
first or the only one to increase prices. There are buyers for all. No one has 
occasion, as the result of price increases, to worry about a general shrinkage 
in volume. A strong demand means an inelastic demand. On the other hand, 
there are grave disadvantages for management in resisting the union. Since 
profits are not at stake, any time lost as the result of a strike is a dead loss. 
Worker morale and the actual loss of part of the working force to employers 
who offer better wages must be reckoned with. Thus when demand is suffi- 
ciently strong to press upon the capacity of industry generally to supply it, 
there is no real conflict of interest between union and employer. It is to their 
mutual advantage to effect a coalition and to pass the costs of their agree- 
ment along in higher prices. Other buyers along the line, who under other 
circumstances might have exercised their countervailing power against the 
price increases, are similarly inhibited. Thus under inflationary pressure of- 
demand, the whole structure of countervailing power in the economy dis- 
solves. 

We have already seen an example of this dissolution of countervailing 
power in the continuing rounds of wage and price increases following 
World War II. The full coalition between management and labor, under the 
conditions of inflationary demand of these years, was partly disguised by 
the conventional expressions of animosity and by the uncertainty of manage- 
ment as to how long the inflation would last. However, the “Fifth Round” 
in 1950-51 was negotiated with scarcely an important strike. The President 
of the United States Steel Q)rpor?rion, in yielding to the union in Novem- 
ber 1950, indicated a de facto coalition when he pointed out that the “half- 
cent” inflation in steel prices, which would be passed along to customers, was 
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a small price to pay for “uninterrupted and expanded” production. The con- 
sequences of this Lilure of countervailing power in times of inflation are 
considerable. 


EDWARD S. MASON 


8. Competition and Public Policy"^ 


Many voices — including some unexpected ones — have recently made 
themselves heard in praise of the large business. Frederick Lewis Allen, in 
his recent book “The Big C'hange,” has looked upon the growth of giant 
enterprise and has found it good. A forthcoming study from the Brookings 
Institution, announced with considerable fanfare at a banquet in the Star- 
light Room of the Waldorf-Astoria, is described by Alfred P. Sloan, Jr., as a 
factual study that is hoped will “correct the more glaringly artificial and 
outmoded assumptions of the economic textbook and popular economic lit- 
erature” concerning large corporations. David Lilienthars “Big Business: 
A New Fra” is an unqualified endorsement of the large firm as the primary 
source of economic growth and effective competition in the American econ- 
omy. Hie recent report of the Business Advisory Council on “Effec- 
tive (>)m{)etition” seeks, among other things, a redefinition of competition 
that will recognize the innovating role of the large firm in the competitive 
process. 

Behind these and other current discussions of bigness lie a number of 
academic studies that are increasingly cited in the popular literature. The 
statistical investigations of Morris Adelman at the Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology have at least raised doubts whether economic concentration has 
substantially increased in this country since the turn of the century, despite 
the growth of giant firms. The late Professor Schumpeter of Harvard has 
familiarized a generation of economists with the view that effective com- 
petition is essentially a process of “creative destruction,” in which new prod- 
ucts and processes, usually introduced by large firms, supplant old products 
and processes now become obsolete. Professor Galbraith, also at Harvard, 
had added to contemporary views on competition a doctrine of “counter- 
vailing power” that emphasizes the limits set by large buyers such as the 
A & P to the otherwise unchecked market power of large sellers. 

A good deal of this recent writing on the role of the large firm in the 

• Yale Review, Vol. XLIII (Autumn, 1953). By permission. 
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competitive process leads towards a vigorous attack— either explicit or im- 
plicit — on current antitrust policy. Professor Schumpeter was fond of saying 
that he did not oppose a sensible antimonopoly policy. But he regarded anti- 
trust policy in practice as a relatively senseless harassment of large firms by 
people with little understanding of the historical and potential contribution 
of large-scale enterprise to effective competition. Professor Galbraith is will- 
ing to grant that there is a limited utility in attempts to increase competition 
among sellers or buyers but finds that market power can usually be more 
effectively controlled by building an opposing power constellation rather 
than by reducing an existing one. To Lilienthal “trust-busting” is frankly 
an outworn doctrine. As the antitrust laws “arc now construed, the very 
Bigness upon which we all now depend may be illegal.” He proposes to 
replace the Sherman Law which negatively forbids “restraints of trade” with 
a positive law that fosters the “development of trade.” The report of the 
Business Advisory Council on “Effective Competition” has no fault to find 
with the basic purpose of the Sherman Law but wants it interpreted in the 
light of a “rule of reason” that takes into account conditions now neglected 
in the enforcement of antitrust policy. 

The criticism of antitrust policy tends to center on the allegation that this 
policy is an attack on “size as such.” The enforcement agencies are pictured 
as engaged in a process of tearing down business structures essential to the 
growth, prosperity, and security of the -United States. What is the truth of 
this charge that the antitrust laws as currently interpreted constitute an im- 
portant attack on size as such.? 

It would have to be admitted by the critics of antitrust policy that, if the 
success of the attack on the large firm is to be judged by the number and 
importance of dissolutions or dismemberments actually accomplished, the 
results are meager indeed. During the last decade, when the attack on size 
was supposed to be at its height, there have been no more than five or six 
decisions that produced dismemberment of firms. Furthermore, none of the 
firms in question was large in comparison with such giants as U. S. Steel, 
Standard Oil of New Jersey, or General Motors. In 1945 the Pullman manu- 
facturing properties were separated from the operation of Pullman services. 
Pullman Standard remained by far the largest producer of sleeping cars, 
though a new company controlled by the railroads took over the operation 
of the sleeping-car service. In 1948 a number of moving-picture producers 
were forced to dispose of distributing properties and theatres. None of these 
companies was Targe as size is novv measured, nor was their share of the 
picture-producing market very extensive. The Court held, nevertheless, that 
integration proceed an interdependence among producers for theatre out- 
lets and an interd^endence among theatre owners for films to be exhibited 
that snaaclced qFcq^usiom In 1^47 the Ycjlow Cab manufacturing prop- 
ertijcs were divorced ^rom Y^ow Cab o^rating comj;)anics. In 1950 ^e 
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owners of the controlling stock interests in the Aluminum Company of 
American and of Aluminum Ltd. of Canada were ordered to dispose of 
their stock interests in one or the other of these companies. These arc the 
principal dissolutions that have been accomplished during the last ten years; 
they can hardly be said to add up to a massive change in the structure of 
American industry. 

Furthermore, during this same period the Supreme Court handed down 
a number of decisions that ran quite in the other direction. Although Du 
Pont and National Lead were known to produce between them over 90 per- 
cent of the national output of titanium pigments, the Court refused to accede 
to the request of the Department of Justice that these two companies be 
dissolved. When U. S. Steel, not only the largest steel company, but one of 
the largest corporation in any industry, acquired the Columbia Steel Com- 
pany, the Court said this acquisition did not violate the antitrust laws. Al- 
though the Aluminum C'ompany produced over 50 percent of the country’s 
output of aluminum ingot. Judge Knox did not find it necessary to accede 
to the request of the Department of Justice that the company be dis- 
membered. 

There are, of course, a number of important cases now before the courts 
in which the enforcement agencies are pressing for dissolution. Among 
them arc cases against the A & P, American Telephone and Telegraph, Cel- 
lophane, International Business Machines, and Du Pont. It is possible to sup- 
pose that we arc in the midsi of an impressive attack on the large firm if 
attention is limited to the statements of certain judges, particularly dissent- 
ing judges, and to the abracadabra that accompanies the action of enforce- 
ment agencies. There is, however, a very long distance between what the 
Department of Justice asks for in its prayer for relief and what the courts 
will grant in the form of a remedy. And it must always be remembered 
that antitrust policy is not what various official or unofficial spokesmen think 
it might be, but what the majority of the Supreme Court says it is. 

There is, however, a sense in which it is proper to say that antitrust policy 
has been moving towards an attack on size as such. This is so despite the 
fact that every year since the war, as regularly as the migration of songbirds 
from the South, we arc treated to a speech from the current head of the 
Anti-Trust Division piously disclaiming any concern with bigness as such. 
What he is talking about is the absolute size of firms measured in^ssets, 
number of employees, or in other possible ways. And, indeed, with the pos- 
sible exception of the Du Pont case, it is probably correct to say that no 
action has been brought against a firm or combination merely because of its 
absolute economic size. 

The critics, however, are talking about something else. They are con- 
cerned with cases that have been brought against firms that arc relatively 
large, against firms, i.c., that arc large in relation to the industries or markets 



PRIVATE PROPERTY AND FREE ENTERPRISE 563 

in which they operate. According to the critics a firm th.u occupies a large 
share of the market may be found to be in violation of the antitrust laws 
even though its practices arc as competitive as those of any smaller firm; 
in fact, the more competitive its practices the more guilty is it likely to be 
considered to be. This is a sense in which it is correct to say that current 
antitrust policy is an attack on size as such — and it pains Mr. Lilienthal and 
others deeply. He holds that “the doctrine of penalizing, prosecuting, hector- 
ing and even dismembering a large business which, by research and man- 
agerial superiority, achieves competitive success (that is, wins a large share 
of the market) has serious consequences of a practical kind.’* 

So, indeed, it has. But the practical consequences are not all, as Mr. 
Lilienthal supposes, injurious to effective competition. Any antimonopoly 
policy that attempts to set limits to the extension of market power may 
check the normal competitive expansion of a firm in a particular market. 
It does not follow, however, that the growth of the firm need be checked 
or that superior management or research possibilities need be frustrated for 
lack of appropriate “economic space.” The firm still has an opportunity to 
expand into other markets and industries and, to the extent that it can do so 
effectively, it may not only realize the potentialities of superior management 
but contribute to the effectiveness of competition in those markets in which 
it expands. An attack on market power is not necessarily an attack on big- 
ness. 

There are strong reasons why the thrust of antitrust policy should be 
directed against market power. Furthermore, the share of the market oc- 
cupied by a particular firm is one of the important bits of evidence bearing 
on the market power of that firm. It is not conclusive evidence and it must 
be carefully interpreted together with other types of evidence; but the en- 
forcement agencies and the courts are fully justified in placing market share 
in a central position. 

We have always looked to our competitive free-enterprise sy.stem to ac- 
complish two different things. On the one hand, we have expected from it a 
set of powerful motivations, stimulations, and drives towards increased out- 
put, product improvement, cost reduction: in general, towards increased effi- 
ciency in the use of economic resources. On the other hand, we have ex- 
pected from the competitive system a set of limitations to the growth of 
private economic power. The competitive system is supposed to be self-reg- 
ulating in the sense that a continual striving for market advantage by all 
firms effectively sets limits to the market power of each. 

Both of these objectives are important, and it is essential that public policy 
keep both in mind. My quarrel with the current worshipers of Big Business, 
both popular and academic, is that they have concentrated on one objective 
to the exclusion of the other. Their critique of current antitrust policy to- 
wards the large firm has included some important negative propositions but 
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has almost completely neglected the central problem of market power that 
any effective antitrust policy must confront. 

If we are to continue to rely on competition as the principal limiter of 
private economic power — rather than on public ownership or public utility 
regulation — we must center our attention on the position of firms in the 
various markets in which they operate. How and to what extent a particular 
firm is limited by a market in which it operates is difficult to judge. Yet a 
Judgment must be made and such a judgment presupposes the formulation 
of applicable tests of permitted and nonpermitted pow^r. The critics of anti- 
trust policy have shown that the tests currently applied sometimes leave out 
relevant considerations. But they have made little or no contribution to the 
formulation of more acceptable tests. And some, including Lilienthal, in 
elTeci deny the existeiiee of the problem. 

Let us consider some of the more important points raised by the apostles 
of l)igness. They enijihasize first of all that, in judging the market share of a 
firm, proilucts that are clr>sc substitutes for the articles produced by the firm 
in question must be taken into account- They insist, further, that the market 
power of a firm is limited not only by currently competing products but by 
the new products and processes that are likely to be introduced if any profit 
opportunity becomes available by reason of a monopoly price charged by 
existing firms, 'rhey also point out that the market power of a seller is 
limited not only by his rivals but by the bargaining power that may be 
exerted by big buyers, 'fhese are all important considerations. They all need 
to be taken into account in estimating the market power of large firms. It is 
true that they are fiecpiently neglected not only by the enforcement agencies 
but by the courts. 

Nevertheless, when these considerations have been fully evaluated, there 
remains a problem f)f market power that the protagonists of big business 
have either neglected or have not understood. 

That commoilities compete with other and physically different commodi- 
ties, that a market must be understood to embrace all close substitutes, is a 
commonplace of textbook economics. Yet the courts and the enforcement 
agencies have sometimes neglected this obvious fact in attempting to esti- 
mate the market position of particular firms. Although copper, stainless 
steel, and other metals compete with aluminum in some uses, the Court, in 
the iduminum case, ignored this fact and stated resolutely, “Every product 
meets with competition of substitutes — this has no relevance for the exist- 
ence of monopoly.” 

The Anti-Trust Division contends, in the Cellophane case now pending, 
that Du Pout’s market position should be determined with reference solely 
to other producers of Cellophane. The defense holds, on the other hand, 
that Cellophane is in close and continuous competition with a variety of 
other wrapping materials. The same issue arises in the current suit against 
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InterTiational Business Machines. Should the market for tabulating and cal- 
culating equipment be limited to mechanical and electronic calculators, or 
should all methods and devices for tabulating and bookkeeping be included? 

The competition of substitutes is obviously an important consideration in 
judging the market power of a firm. There is even a sense in which it is true 
to say that all commodities compete with one another for the consumer’s 
dollar. It does not follow, however, when due weight has been given to 
interproduct competition, that positions of market pou er arc negligible in 
number and importance. All it means is that the dimensions of a market arc 
frequently greater than those of a single product, and ‘hat this fact should 
be recognized in the ap[)lication of antitrust policy. 

The view is also advanced by the defenders of big business that product 
and process innovation is not only an important, but may be a suflicient, 
limitation to positions of market power. Lilienthal goes very far in this di- 
rection. The “new competition" he discovers in the American economy is 
largely a competition offered by new products and processes, which arc 
chiefly the results of research in large units, public and private. To this “new 
competition” he attributes a tremendous growth in the productivity of the 
American ectinomy during the last few decades. 

In the first place, there is no evidence of any substantial increase in the 
rate of economic growth in the American economy. The growth rate of 
per-capita output has been no higher during the last twenty-five years than 
it was in the previous quarter-century; nor is there any evidence that growth 
rates during the last half of the nineteenth century were any lower than 
during the first half of the twentieth. The economy has grown rapidly with 
relatively small firms and with relatively large firms. In the second place, 
the fact that research expenditures arc highly concentrated in large firms 
does not mean that important product and process innovation is the product 
of large firms. This is something about which we know next to nothing. In 
the third place, although new products and new processes have dramatically 
displaced existing products and processes in certain areas, they have had 
relatively little effect in others. 

The role of innovation in the competitive process has been discussed with 
rriore originality and cogency in the writings of the late Professor 
Schumpeter than in any others. “The competition that counts,” he empha- 
sized, “is the competition from the new commodity, the new technology, 
the new source of supply, the new type of organization (the largest scale 
unit of control for instance)— competition which commands a decisive cost 
or quality advantage and which strikes not at the margins of profit and 
their outputs of the existing firms, but at their foundations and their very 
lives. I'his kind of competition is as much more effective than the other as 
bombardment is in comparison with forcing a door, and so much more 
important that it becomes a matter of comparative indifference whether 
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competition in the ordinary sense functions more or less promptly: the 
powerful lever that in the long run expands output and brings down prices 
is in any case made of other stuff.” 

Certainly it would have been rather foolish to have conducted an attack 
on a firm controlling a large share of the trade in carriages — if one had 
existed — at a time when the development of the motorcar was driving horse- 
drawn vehicles off the road. Market share is not always an indication of 
market power. There is a period in the development of most industries 
when the rate of innovation is such as to make the number of firms or their 
market shares irrelevant to a judgment on the effectiveness of competition. 
That is one of the reasons why it is unreasonable to conclude, because three 
or four firms produce from 70 to 80 percent of the output in a particular 
industry, that competition is necessarily nonexistent. Competition may well 
be nonexistent, but a sensible antitrust policy will have to take other things 
into account than market shares. 

To say that innovation is sufficient in certain situations to assure effective 
competition is not to say, however, that innovation may be relied upon to 
assure effective competition in all. Technological change is not something 
that spreads itself evenly over the economy, nor does it always work in the 
direction of increasing competition. Formidable positions of market power 
may persist in the most dynamic of economies, and the American economy 
is no exception. Although Schumpeter assures us that what he is opposed 
to is not every antimonopoly but only certain kinds, he does not offer much 
guidance to a sensible policy. No more does Lilienthal. The critics have suc- 
ceeded in pointing out a set of considerations relevant to the monopoly prob- 
lem that have been relatively neglected. They have not, however, disposed 
of the problem itself. 

Nor have the exponents of the theory of “countervailing power.” It seems 
probable that in some situations the growth of large buyers has resulted not 
only in a wresting of monopoly profits away from large sellers but in pass- 
ing on some of the advantages gained to ultimate consumers. It is possible 
that the A & P and other chain stores have fulfilled this function. Sears, 
Roebuck and the other mail-order houses may have done the same. Per- 
haps It is correct to say that, over the last three or four decades, mass dis- 
tributors have, in general, accomplished this function, though what part 
of the price reductions brought about by these distributors is to be assigned 
to economics of large size and what to bargaining advantages it would be 
difficult indeed to determine. 

To recognize, however, that under certain circumstances the power of 
large sellers may be checked by large buyers, not only to the advantage of 
these buyers but to the advantage of ultimate consumers, is not to conclude 
that in all circumstances this beneficial result will follow. It may well be 
that the predominant effect will be merely a division of potential monopoly 
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profits between the large buyer and the large seller. Under what cir- 
cumstances is this result like to follow* rather than the otiiers and how do 
we tell whether market power is, or is not, adequately checked to the ad- 
vantage of the consuming public.^ It is at this point that the proponents of 
countervailing power leave off the discussion. 

In general it may be said that the recent literature extolling the virtues 
of bigness has offered some legitimate and telling crihcism of current anti- 
trust policy. It is true that interproduct competition tends to limit the market 
power of certain firms whose share of the sales of a particular product is 
large. Close substitutes should, therefore, be included in any proper cal- 
culation of that firm’s share of the market. It is true that innovation in 
products and processes is of the essence of competition and that in certain 
industrial areas where the rate of innovation — and conseijuently of obsoles- 
cence — is rapid, market share is essentially irrelevant to a Judgment nf 
market power. It is also true that market power is limited by rivals on the 
other side as well as by rivals on the same side of the market, though 
whether this rivalry offers the same advantage to consumers is open to ques- 
tion. 

When, however, admitting the partial validity of the criticism, we ask the 
disciples of bigness to o0er, from their superior insight, alternative and more 
realistic tests of permitted or nonpermitted positions of market power, we 
encounter a blank wall. Lilienthal, it is true, proposes a positive program, 
but it is couched in such general language that the reader has difficulty in 
determining whether, in fact, any substantial change from current practice 
would be accomplished. He suggests a “Basic Ec()nomic Law” containing 
“a broad declaration of public policy that the prime concern of C>)ngrcss is 
not w'ith competition, per se. nor with competitors, but with productivity 
and the promotion of an ethical and economic distribution of this productiv- 
ity.” 

If, under this law, suit was brought against a company occupying a large 
share of a market “the legal test Bigness would have to face would thence- 
forth be whether the particular aspect of size challenged by the government 
does in fact further the public interest!’ Until Lilienthal has specified his 
tests of public interest there is no way of knowing what he proposes is sig- 
nificantly different from what we now have. Under current antitrust policy, 
if a firm charged with monopolizing the market can effectively demonstrate 
not only that its practices are not predatory, but that costs of production and 
prices are likely to be lower than under an alternative market structure, there 
is little or no chance of its being found guilty of violating the antitrust laws. 
Under Lilienthal’s proposed legislation the company would still apparently 
bear the burden of proof, and the sole question is whether his tests of “public 
interest” would be significantly dVfcrent from those now applied in anti- 
trust cases. 
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A similar charge of excessive vagueness must also he levied against the 
Business Advisory Councirs contribution to the discussion of antitrust policy. 
Again the negative cririLi.sm is well directed, hut the discussion ends abruptly 
at the point where positive tests of tlcsirahle competition or undesirable 
monopoly need to he considered. The council preaches the doctrine of “efTec- 
tivc ccjtnpctition," hut there are as many definitions of “effective” or “work- 
able’’ competition as there are effective or working economists. 

When all is said and done there is a problem of market power that is a 
proper concern of jiuhhc policy. When the market is adequately defined, 
w ith full account taken of competition among products and of the position 
of buyers as well as sellers, there are strong reasons for supposing that a firm 
ssith a large share of the market will have a large degree of market power. 
'The reasons are not conclusive; other considerations will need to be exam- 
ined; and it does not follow, even though market power is demonstrated, 
I hat dissolution is the appiopri.ite remedy. Nevertheless, the enforcement 
ageiiiies and thi' couits are on the right track in emphasizing .share of the 
maikii as .i f'nohi-fiUic indication of market powei. This docs not imply an 
.attack on si/.e as sikIi. A fiim whose position in a particular market is 
limited by piiblii. action is. aiul should be, free tf) expand in other markets 
As l.ir as m. inageii.il (pialiluMtions .iiul research potentialities permit. There 
lemains, however, the qnie.stion of market power, and nothing brought for- 
waid by the current (k feiiders of big business has called into question cither 
Its existctiee or the need tor a remedv. 


BERLE 


9. Economic Power and ihe Free Society* 


The cycle of shift from individual possessory holdings into power systems, 
and from power systems back once more into possessory personal holdings, 
appears to be a kind of rhythm of history, especially in the West. As the 
feudal system merged into the king state, the revolutionary doctrine that 
there should be private property began to assert itself, reaching a high de- 
gree of philosophical justification in the middle of the Eighteenth Century 
when the French physiocrats declared that if a man was to be free, able to 
speak his own mind, depict his own thought and develop his own personal- 

• (The Fund for the Republic, 1957). By permission. 
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ity, he would have to have a base apart from one that was politically or 
ecclesiastically organized and controlled. The theory of private property as 
a part of freedom reached its culmination in the French Revolution and in 
the far slower and quieter industrial revolution in England. 

No doubt the American system is the child of that revolution. Certainly 
the Jeffersonian ideal was a country in which everyf)ne had private [property, 
no one was very rich, no one was very poor. In order to make this system 
work, however, a companion theory was nec<led — that economics worked 
automatically. The self-interest of men levering against each other and con- 
trolling each other through competition resulted in a splendid ethical balance 
wheel, which was the open market. This leveled out inequalities, eliminated 
the inefficient and through competition prevented an undue concentration 
of power. 

Adam Smith’s Wealth of Nations consecrated the theory. Smith said that 
this strange animal “the corporation” could never he a major factor in ecf)- 
nomics because in it men worked for other men, anti obviously no man 
would ever pay as much attention to other men’s affairs as he would to his 
own. Therefore, such a collective enterprise could never play a major role 
in society. Its inefficiency would always be such that the woi kings of the 
market would eliminate it. Thus, the corporation was merely an agency of 
the Slate for speciali/.etl purposes, and those suspect. 

At the convention which met to draw up the C'onsiitution of the United 
States the proposal was made that the Federal government be given the 
power to incorporate. According to Madison’s notes the answer waS: No, 
a corporation prevented men from getting into action and this is a dangerous 
power. A corporation had not merely the privilege of existence but other 
privileges as well, or if it did not have them it could get them. As a result 
monopolies would arise and dominate the United States. This should not 
be allowed. 

So the Federal government was specifically denied the power to create 
corporations. This was to be left to the states and it was assumctl that they 
would not exerci.se this power or, if they did, would exerci.se it only as a 
means of carrying on government. This doctrine survived less than fifteen 
years. By 1791 the Federal government found it desirable to organize a corpo- 
ratioa entitled the Bank of the United States, and in the 1819 Supreme Court 
case McCulloch v. Maryland Justice Marshall decided that the implied powers 
granted to the government of the United States included the power to form 
a corporation if it were apposite to the particular functions the government 
wished to perform. It is still true that the Federal government can create 
corporations only for governmental or quasi-governmcntal purposes; the 
states, on the other hand, have been allowed to create them as they would, 
and as our technology developed corporations began to proliferate to such an 
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extent that by 1835 our great-grandfathers felt that the situation called for 
a close look. 

As we lo(jk back on their findings now, they made a surprisingly accurate 
prediction of the probable effects of an unlimited corporate life. (They were 
not so sound, perhaps, in their estimate as to whether it was desirable or un- 
desirable.) For the next fifty years they used every known legal means to 
keep a corporation to a single defined and manageable enterprise. The cor- 
poration lawyer of the period spent most of his time on the law of ultra 
vires, which dealt with corporations that tried to transcend the limits that 
had been set out for them. These limits ordinarily were: 

First, that they could (inly own a limited amount of property, frequently 
and especially only a limited amount of real property. The fear was they 
would start absorbing huge quantities of land. 

Second, that they could indulge in only one type of business. If a corpora- 
tion was organized to run a flour-mill, it had to run a flour-mill and nothing 
more. 

Third, that they should last only for a defined period of time, twenty or 
thirty years or whatever the statutory limitation was. 

Not infrequently there was a fourth limitation. This was that the corpo- 
i.ition should be suliject to continuous inspection. The courts could appoint 
a “visitor"- -today he would be called an auditor. He was authorized to in- 
spect and analyze the workings of a corporation and report to the judge, 
who, in turn, had an undefined power to say what should or should not be 
done. 

A variety of other limitations were imposed from time to time, all of 
them representing attempts to prevent exactly what happened: 

First, that a corporation would grow so large that its economic strength 
would vastly outweigh the strength of any individual enterprise. 

Second, that it would be able to rove the country, if not the world, at will 
and do what it wishcil in terms of economic enterprise. 

And third, that it would become a trust for perpetual accumulation; that 
its assets, in so far as they were not distributed by way of dividends, would 
be permitted to pile u[i to unlimited amounts. 

These three results have come about, of course. Corporations did do, have 
done and are dtiing e.xactly what our forefathers w'orried about. Part of their 
leaf stemmed from the belief that the corjx)ration was only an artificial 
personality and therefore did not have a soul or a conscience. Lacking a con- 
science, it had no morals and w'as pritna facie dangerous. This is why 
thmughout out history society has attempted to control and constrict the 
cor^xiration. 

The rise ol the large contemporary corporation— the giant as we know it 
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today, the true collectivism — began with the railroad systems. There were 
other large corporations, but the railroad systems were the ones that posed 
the real problems. They were the first to demonstrate the shift in the private 
property system that came about when we began to realize that there was 
no real way of constricting a corporation whose business the community 
needed. If its economic functions were necessary to the welfare of the com- 
munity, the law somehow had to recognize that fact, however backhandedly. 
If a railroad needed to go through to the Pacific coast, the law had to find 
some way around the fact that the corporate power did not let it go that far. 

A diagram of what was happening to private property whill^this was 
going on would look something like this: 



“PP” or possessory property is where it all began in about 1810 or 1820. 
This is our great-great-grandfather’s farm or forge, which he had not only 
created but owned and operated. This was the assumed unit of property at 
the beginning, and even today we still talk in those terms. This possessory 
properly becomes incorporated as an enterprise and is immediately split into 
two functions. At the left is one function — “PR” or “passive receptive.” This 
is the receptive side of property, the stockholder’s share. The shareholder 
cannot manage. Every corporation statute in the country says that the busi- 
ness of the corporation shall be managed by its directors, and almost every 
court has agreed that the director is not an agent of the stockholder and 
does not have to follow his instructions. So the right-hand side of the dia- 
gram is “MC” or managing and creating. 

The business of stockholders is primarily to receive; the business of man- 
agement is primarily to manage and create. In the early days, when corpora- 
tions were still small, the stockholder powerfully influenced the director but 
today they are so far apart that the stockholder can hardly communicate 
with management even by megaphone. We go through the ancient forms 
and it is good that we do so, but everyone knows that a stockholders’ meet- 
ing is a kind of ancient, meaningless ritual like some of the ceremonies that 
go on with the mace in the House of Lords. The “passive receptive” side of 
the corporation, in short, is functionless. 

The “MC” side looks better at first glance. But in any large corporation 
the management group is actually as striated as it is possible to be. The 
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president and the chairman of the board probably work together as the 
theoretically responsible officers, but they must operate through committees 
of officers — big officers, medium officers and little officers, all divided in as 
many difTcrent ways as the management experts can invent. While the top 
officers officially have the right to enter upon the property and do things, 
even though they are not able to own it, the fact is that they have had to 
sub-divide that right t«) such a degree that in practice the real possessor of 
a [liece of property is the manager of the particular division or area of the 
property - -and even he probably has to share his right with his plant man- 
ager if lici^ g<jt one. This is possession without right, just as on the “passive 
receptive" side there is right without possession. 

As things look now, this unbalance is about to be redressed. Whether it 
will be good reilressing is another matter. Theoretically, management got 
its legitimacy by the fact that it represented the will of the shareholders, 
'rius was a kind of cjuasi-amateur democratic legitimacy. However, on ex- 
amination, it was found tliat althoughi the stockholders theoretically chose 
the management, in point of fact they were completely unable to do so. The 
management would send out a proxy naming three agents whom the stock- 
holders appointed to cast their vote at a meeting. In older days the manage- 
ment often didn’t even bother to say for what directors these proxies would 
cast their vote. Since the Securities and I’ixchange legislation, they have to 
do that, but the corjioration secretary who sent out the proxies was the man 
who leally detcrmitied what happened for all practieal purposes in the power 
relationship. The president or the directors could fire him, of course, so he 
did what they told him to do. When the directors wished to renominate 
them.selvcs or to add to their number or to fill a vacancy, they did it. This is 
still the method by which the directors in a great corporation are chosen. 
This is an automatic self perpetuating oligarchy. 

These are a string of bad words. There was at least one court case in which 
it was held that a self-perpetuating oligarchy was illegal. This was the 
famous case in which a life insurance company in New Jersey purchased 
control of a trust comj)any by buying a majority of the shares. Thereafter it 
caused the trust company to purchase a majority of its shares. The result 
was an unbreakable ring. A New Jersey court said that this was illegal, 
created an oligarchy and was contrary to the theory of New Jersey corpora- 
tion laws. 

However, thereafter, somebody asked whether corporations really should 
be run democratically. Should this group or that group or the other group 
campaign against each other, offering inducements to shareholders to vote 
for them instead of the other group Could corporations assimilate this kind 
of democratic government? There was no answer. In point of fact, the 
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choice of management depends not on an assent of balanced interest but on 
expert judgment of technical ability with a companion judgment of honesty 
and character. As a result, for all practical purposes, management controls 
the corporation unless it is itself controlled by another oligarchy with enough 
shares to dominate the situation at all times. 

There is a good deal of loose thinking about this. It is commonly believed 
that the holder of 20 per cent or 25 per cent of a corporation’s stock can con- 
trol that corporation. This was the inference in the recent du Pont-General 
Motors case. This is not true. It is true that with 20 per cent or 25 per cent 
of the stockholders’ list of a large corporation plus control of the directors it 
can be done. But if the directors of General Motors decided not to vote with 
du Pont, it is very doubtful whether the du Pont interest is sufficient to be 
able to go out and get the other 30 per cent of General Motors stockholders 
which it would need. This is not pure theory. When a certain gentleman 
ran Standard Oil of Indiana he did various things that induced the so-called 
controlling group to want a change. They canvassed the board of directors 
and asked whether they would not fire the man. The directors said they 
would not. Thereupon the controlling group went to work to try to win 
the next election. Between their own and allied holdings they had slightly 
over 20 per cent of the stock. They did control in the end, and the man was 
fired. But they achieved it only by spending about $800,000 on a stockholders’ 
campaign. 

The control system in today’s corporations, when it does not lie solely in 
the directors as in the American Telephone and Telegraph Company, lies 
in a combination of the directors of a so-called control bloc (a misnomer, 
incidentally) plus the directors themselves. For practical purposes, therefore, 
the control or power element in most large corporations rests in its group of 
directors and it is autonomous — or autonomous if taken together with a con- 
trol bloc. And inheritance-tax distribution of stock being what it is, the 
trend is increasingly to management autonomy. This is a self-perpetuating 
oligarchy. 

Meanwhile the next phase has been emerging. It will stay with us and 
it will be of some interest. This involves what are known as pension trusts— 
welfare funds and pension trust funds. A pension trust in most cases differs 
from an insurance trust in that it has an unlimited and indefinite obligation. 
It is there to pay pensions to X, Y and Z which shall be a fraction of the 
salaries X, Y and Z will have collected during the years of their tenure. The 
pension trust fund, if it is properly administered, has to think not merely 
of paying out a stated number of dollars in, say, 1980, as an insurance com- 
pany does, but of having enough dollars to meet obligations .Iftter r'o be dp- 
termined. No human being Snows the future course of ipflatipp p^ yle 
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dollar, prices, pay and so forth. Nevertheless, although the payment period 
may he twenty or thirty years away, the pension trusts must keep abreast of 
inflation at least as it affects pay. 

This suggests, of course, that they must invest in equities, whereas, classi* 
cally, trust funds invested in fixed obligations. This is the sharp difference 
between the kind of burden resting on an honorable pension trustee and on 
the directors of, say, the New York Life Insurance Company, whose busi- 
ness is to provide a stated number of <lollars against stated contracts to pay 
iliosc dollars with interest later on. The pension trust funds, therefore, belong 
among the stockhoklers in the “passive-receptive” column of our diagram 
because of their ownership of common stocks. The holdings of life insurance 
companies include less than 5 per cent in common-stock equities; in the 
pension trust funds ctjuities are running close to 30 per cent of their assets 
and may be more. The total of pension trust funds at the moment is almost 
$^i billion. Roughly half of this is in the hands of insurance companies, which 
operate- -perhaps erroneously— on the assumption that they have only an- 
other set of insur.incc policies. Ninety per cent of the remaining pension 
funds are in the hands of eight or nine New York banks, the largest .single 
one being the pension trust fund of the American Telephone and Telegraph 
Company, which is about $2.2 billion so far and is operated by a committee 
through the Bankers Trust Company. 

As a result of this broad-scale buying of equities the pension trusts are 
slowly “chewing up” control of those corporations which offer the best means 
of eijuity investtnent. These are voting equities. Thus far no attempt has 
been made to make use of this except in the case of the Sears, Roebuck pen- 
sion trust fund which undertook to buy Scars, Roebuck stock and presumably 
now has a controlling interest in the company. As a result Sears, Roebuck is 
.sociali/ing itself via its own pension trust fund, and is discovering that it is 
running into the same difficulty which a socialist or any other form of oli- 
garchic government has— that it has self-contained control, and management 
is thus responsible to itself. Query: does it continue to have “legitimacy” 
when the only mandate it can refer to is its own? 

1'he present $30 billion in the pension trusts of course is doomed to increase. 
These are compulsory savings and the funds must continue to accumulate. 
They now cover only al^out half of the non-farm labor force; they will un- 
doubtedly soak up a considerable part of the balance before long, and must 
increase, particularly in view of the ^wpulation rise. In addition, it will be 
another twenty or thirty years before this “levels off”; that is, before the 
payment from the funds begins to balance the incoming. The pension trust 
funds will perhaps level out at somewhere in the vicinity of $70 to $80 billion, 
probably increased by the coefficient of the increase in population or the 
increase in labor force within the population. This will mean that if the 
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pension trusts continue to take the good equities as they have been doing, 
they may well have the prevailing control-stockholding position and the 
capacity to make it absolute. They will have, say, 20 per cent to 30 per cent 
of the good equity stocks and the capacity to increase that ro 40 per cent or 
50 per cent (45 per cent for practical purposes is a majority at any big stock- 
holders’ meeting). 

With the rise of the pension trusts into the “passive-receptive” end of the 
corporation structure the old “passive-receptive” stockholder is gradually 
disappearing. At best he is, shall we say, a pensionnaire. The last vestige of 
his power to legitimate a management by a vote is in the hands of the pen- 
sion trustees. He has an expectation arising out of the fact that he may have 
performed a certain number of years of acceptable work and fulfilled a certain 
number of other conditions. But does he have any property right in the pen- 
sion trust? The courts say no. The power — what is left of it — lies in the 
trustees, or in those insurance companies which administer trusts. 

When power is lodged in a particular group it has no choice except either 
to exercise it or to try to revolutionize the system. There is no way of avoiding 
power. If you take it and refuse to exercise it you suffer the fate of King 
Lear— the king who wanted to be king but did not want to be Ixnhered. 
The trust funds admit they have it but they have thus far refused to use it. 
This situation cannot last very much longer. Somebody is bound to use that 
power, of necessity. Pension trusts arc so concentrated that a relatively small 
amount in equities outbalances any number of scattered holdings. 

The private property system in production, which began with our great- 
grandfather’s farm and forge, has almost vanished in the vast area of Ameri- 
can economy dominated by this system. Instead we have something which 
differs from the Russian or socialist system mainly in its philosophical con- 
tent. Under a pure socialist or Communist system, in theory, every worker 
has an old-age pension at the end of his labors. We are developing the 
same thing by “socializing” property without a revolution. It is one of our 
more amazing achievements. Whether one likes it or not depends on one’s 
philosophy. 

Possessory private property in this area has been metamorphosed. In its 
place is a power pyramid. At the moment this is a management pyramid, 
but it is beginning to be balanced by a pyramid of men who have no possible 
property interest in the actual corpus but do have the power of choice— the 
pension trustees. These arc naked power vehicles, with the “receptive” end 
so far dispersed that it cannot even be discerned. To make the j(jke complete, 
let us suppose that a pension trust liquidated itself tomorrow and satisfied 
its contract obligations. If it was a well-run trust, there would be a balance 
left over. That balance would very likely escheat to the state because there 
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was no claimant to it left. In the most violently private-property-minded 
country in the world this is perhaps one of the most magnificent economic 
jests the world has seen. 

None of this has come about as a result of the villainy of conspiring men. 
That might have been true in the free-wheeling corporation days of a hun- 
dred years ago, but it would be as ridiculous an assumption today as is the 
basic assumption of the Supreme Court decision in the recent du Pont case. 
This decision apparently assumed that because du Pont bought 23 per cent 
of Cicncral Motors forty years ago, perhaps hoping that it could control Gen- 
eral Mot(jrs, du Pont still holds to the intention of exercising this control. 
Actually, there has been a kind of continual biological progression over the 
years. Change is part of the progression. Bigger enterprise was needed to 
satisfy the desires of the population. In addition, the techniques which made 
it possible to satisfy certain necessities made it impossible to rely only on the 
individual. Consequently, organization and power, not ownership, had to 
meet tlie resulting problems. The progression has been natural. 

loday approximately 50 per cent of American manufacturing — that is 
everything other than financial and transportation — is held by about 150 
cor[)orations, reckoned, at least, by asset values. If finance and transportation 
arc included, the total increases. If a rather larger group is taken, the statistics 
would probably show that about two-thirds of the economically productive 
a.ssets of the United States, excluding agriculture, are owned by a group of 
not more than 500 corporations. This is actual asset ownership. (Some further 
statistical analysis is called for if financial corporations be included, for these, 
of cour.se, ilouble up. One of the largest and most plainly oligarchically con- 
trolled corporations in the United States, the Metropolitan Life Insurance 
0)mpany, duplicates a.ssets because it holds securities of other corporations.) 
But in terms of power, without regard to asset positions, not only do 500 
corporations control two-thirds of the non-farm economy but within each 
of that 500 a still smaller group has the ultimate decision-making power. This 
is, I think, the highest concentration of economic power in recorded history. 
Since the United States carries on not quite half of the manufacturing pro- 
iliiction of the entire world today, these 500 groupings — each with its own 
little dominating pyramid within it— represent a concentration of power over 
economics which makes the medieval feudal system look like a Sunday 
School party. In .sheer economic power this has gone far beyond anything 
we have yet seen. 

We can talk about the various alleged legal controls which somehow or 
other, when the chips are down, neither control nor even seek to control. 
We can point out the fear of “monopoly” and “restraint of trade” and say 
that from time to time this fear has checked the process. True, our law has 
prevented any one of these power groups from becoming a monopoly, but 
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it has not seriously prevented the concentration of power as power, though 
it has prevented certain ultimate results. The question is then: Why has 
concentrated economic power in America not got completely out of hand? 
Many of these corporations have budgets, and some of th.cm have payrolls, 
which, with their customers, affect a greater number of pe ople than most of 
the ninety-odd sovereign countries of the world. American Telephone and 
Telegraph, for example, based on combined population and wealth, would 
be somewhere around the thirteenth state of the union in terms of budget, 
and certainly larger than many of the countries of South America. Some of 
these corporations are units which can be thought of only in somewhat the 
wa.y we have heretofore thought of nations. 

Whether we like it or not, this is what has happened. As noted, it is not the 
prcxluct of evil-minded men. I believe that we must try to work with th^ 
system. The dangers are obvious. But history cannot usually be reversed. 
Until engineers and economic forces give us a way by which a man can 
manufacture an automobile in his back yard we will continue to have or- 
ganizations the size of General Motors or Ford — as long as people want 
Chevrolets or Fords. We will have railroads the length of the Union Pacific 
as long as people want to go across the continent by railroad. In other words, 
until a combination of technique and organization can be invented permitting 
individuals to do the job, we are bound to try to make the best we can out 
of the situation. To my mind most of the results are rather surprisingly good. 

This does not mean, however, that I am not afraid. I am. I believe it is 
the content of these systems rather than their form that matters. Their power 
can enslave us beyond present belief, or perhaps set us free beyond present 
imagination. The choice lies with the men who operate the pyramids, and 
with the men affected who can demand what they really want. Our Anglo- 
Saxon democratic liberties, after all, were beaten out, not against the frame- 
work of the personal possessory property regime, but against the background 
of two of the most brutal despotisms in Western history. Both the Angevin 
dynasty in Normandy and the Tudor dynasty in England were rank des- 
potisms. The content of our democratic liberties from Magna Carta down 
was pumped in by extraneous moral processes. Our institutionalized liberties 
present the case of an institution conscripted into utility, rather than some- 
thing that emerged full-armed from the head of Jove. It was probably better 
that way; the democracy of the Greeks did not work so very well. 

We have to accept this power situation as, let us call it, a neutral mechanism 
subject to the control of the body politic as long as we I{eep it subject to that 
control. That control, I believe, will be essentially intellectual and philosophi- 
cal, capable of being translated into legal rules when necessity arises. In that 
respect I make three points in summary: 
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r. The first is that whenever there is a question of power there is a question 
(i legitimacy. As things stand now, these instrumentalities of tremendous 
]i(>wcr have the slenderest claim of legitimacy. This is probably a transitory 
|H nod. They must find some claim of legitimacy, which also means finding 
.1 field of responsibility and a field of accountability. Legitimacy, responsi- 
bility and accountability are essential to any power system if it is to endure. 
'I'liey ctjrrespond to a deep human instinct. A man desires beyond anything 
else lo have someone give him the accolade of “Well done, thou good and 
faithful servant,” thereby risking the condemnation of “You have been no 
good— get out.” If he has to say it to himself, or hear it from a string of people 
whom he himself has hired or controls, he is apt to die a cynical and embit- 
tered man. 

'I he medieval feudal power system set the “lords spiritual” over and against 
the “lords temporal.” T hese were the men of learning and of the church who 
in theory were able to say to the greatest power in the world: “You have com- 
mitted a sin; therefore either you are excommunicate or you must mend your 
ways.” The “lords temporal” could reply: “I can kill you.” But the “lords 
sjiiritu.il” Lould retort: “Yes, that you can, but you cannot change the philo- 
sophical fact.” In a sense this is the great lacuna in the economic power sy.stem 
tnday. In theory the sKickholders can act as the “lords spiritual” through their 
vote. In t.ict they cannot, and they know they cannot. Arc the pension trus- 
tees or their etjiiivalent slowly emerging as the men who can.? They had not 
thoiiglii so nobody had thought so. They have been essentially a method of 
tiansmission of choice and not much else. We are looking for the kind of 
thing that (). Wright Mills in his recent book on the American power elite 
rightly saul did not exist. He wrongly concluded, therefore, that the system 
was a mess, which it obviously is not. We arc, if you choose, searching for the 
pyr.imiil on the other side of our diagram. But every time we have had the 
t bailee to construct that kind of elite we seem to have abandoned it, and 
cluickeil in an administrator instead. 

2. My second summary point is that the sheer power of invading person- 
ality IS great and that a doctrine is already at work which plays a second joke 
on our constitutional system. The United States began by saying that its 
h'edeial government could not construct corporations and apparently by as- 
suming that the states would not. Both have done so. It also said that cor- 
fior.iiions should be kcfit apart from governmental power. Dc facto, they 
have not been. Wc are now, in fact, beginning to converge on a doctrine 
which may well push right over the line when the next case comes up. This 
doctrine is that where a corporation has power to affect a great many lives 
(dilTcring from the little enterprise which can be balanced out by the market) 
it should be subject to the same restraints under the Constitution that apply 
it> an agency of the I'ederal or state government. In that case, the Bill of 
Rights and the Fourteenth and Fifteenth .Amendments would apply. At the 
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moment this is one jump ahead of current law. Yet it seenis piobable that 
this will be the next phase — just as we already have the constitutional doc- 
trine that under the Fifth Amendment you may not by private contract pro- 
hibit a Negro from buying land. 

3. My third point is destined to be in infinitely greater controversy, and I 
do not know what the end of the controversy will be. Great corporate power 
is exercised in relation to certain obligations: 

1. It should supply the want in the area of its production. Where the com- 
munity has come to rely on a corporation for steel, oil, automobiles or ciga- 
rettes, the corporation is obliged reasonably to meet that demand. 

2. The price must not be considered extortionate. It must be “acceptable” — 
which doesn’t necessarily mean fair or just. 

3. It must provide at least some continuity of employment. 

4. It must give a continuing attention to the technical progress of the art. 

At every point in the individual history of large corporations there has been 
some moment of impact on the community when either the community felt 
the corporation was not fulfilling its obligations or, alternatively, the corpora- 
tion realized it was up against a situation it could not handle. In every case 
the result has been either a friendly and orderly, or unfriendly and disorderly, 
hassle out of which a piece of planned economy emerged. Roughly two-thirds 
of American industry and much of American finance is now controlled by 
a formal or informal Federal industrial plan. Here are two illustrations at 
each end of the cycle. 

The oil industry claims to be the most non-socialist, free-wheeling, private 
business that ever was. But the fact is that after many vicissitudes it sought 
control by, and is controlled by, various Acts of Congress. After orderly dis- 
cussion certain laws were passed. Under these laws, first, the Bureau of Mines 
of the Department of Interior estimates the probable consumption month by 
month of gasoline and the chief oil products. Second, an interstate treaty 
exists among the oil-producing states, ratified by the Congress. Third, a Con- 
gressional Act makes it illegal to transport oil in interstate commerce which 
has been produced in excess of a state allowable. This legislation might break 
down if it were not for the fact that because there is a relatively concentrated 
system in the oil industry the refineries will not buy “non-certified” oil any- 
way. As a result, the big companies do not violate the Act; the little ones 
cannot; and the result is a planned oil economy by which supply is equated 
to demand and the oil industry from well to refinery to gas station is more 
or less geared to meet it. 

Here is a disorderly example : Aluminum was manufactured by a monop- 
oly which was ordered to be split up under an anti-trust decree. By a com- 
bination of administrative orders entirely without administrative rationale 
but all working toward the same end the Federal government used the 
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aluminum plants it had itself created during World War II in order to set 
up two competitors to Alcoa. It likewise required Alcoa to sell its Aluminium 
of Canada shares. This was not enough by itself, so the government for a 
peri()d of years handled its defense orders in such a way that the new com- 
panies had adequate assurance of a market until they could get properly 
under way. The policy still is to make certain that the new companies, which 
can stay in business only by being assured a reasonable market, will get the 
extent of market they need. There was a stockpiling arrangement at one time, 
followed later by the release of part of the stockpiled aluminum. In a wholly 
disorderly way which only the American system could ever conceive, there 
arose the equivalent of a t/e facto planned economy in aluminum. At the 
moment this industry now sails away, free-wheeling. But there is not the 
slightest doubt that if conditions required transition back into a planned 
economy it would happen. 

These two illustrations could be multiplied. The point is merely that 
(a) through constitutionalization of the corporation some attention is being 
paid to the protection of the individual; and (h) through a slowly emerging, 
industry-by-industry, flexibly-planned economy, some protection of the com- 
munity is coming about. 

Obviously a system like this is just as good as the ideas and strength of the 
body politic behind it. The same system in the hands, for example, of a Latin 
American dictator could produce terrible oppression. 

There is a gradually growing feeling that pension trusts, for example, must 
be controlled. A pension trust ring could be something to bind a man beyond 
belief. It could bind him to his job. He could not change it without losing a 
substantial part of his life savings. He might be controlled in all sorts of ways. 
We are beginning to think even that the pension trust right which cannot 
be transferred to some other pension trust is suspect. 

As men think, so they are. We are really seeking now a body of doctrine 
which will control power. I close by returning to my first point, which related 
to the desperate .search for a field of responsibility and accountability referent 
to some point of view outside the system; that is, to some modern “lords 
spiritual.” 



Chapter XI 

DEMOCRATIC SOCIALISM 


In the seventeenth century the English established 
themselves as the world’s leaders of progressive politics by making Parliament 
supreme against rival claimants, especially the Crown. Since then, the idea of 
popular sovereignty has become an integral part of civilized government. 
Some nations, like France, learned from England’s example. Others have not 
learned their lesson, and still live, politically, three or four centuries behind 
the times. 

In the twentieth century London has again become the symbol of a world 
ideology — democratic socialism. That England was first in developing social' 
ist ideas was due to the fact that she was first in starting the Industrial Revo- 
lution which created the urban working classes— without which there can be 
no socialist movement, English socialism could not but be democratic from 
the start, because government by consent was a part of English life. Revolu- 
tionary Marxist communism, like the revolutionary Right, Fascism, finds 
unfavorable soil in England. Of all free parliaments in the world, the Com- 
munists have always had the smallest representation in the United States and 
England. This was disputed by some in the British election of 1945, when 
the number of Communist M.P.s in the House of Commons rose by fully 
100 per cent — from one M.P. to two, out of a total of 640. In the elections of 
1950, 1951, 1933, and 1939, the Communists failed to win a single seat. 

Americans can no longer afford to look upon the various approaches to 
socialism with the detachment of yesteryear. Since the end of the Second 
World War, Soviet- American relations have dominated the issue of world 
peace. Since the foreign policy of a Great Power is related, in many respects, 
to its internal political and economic system, familiarity with the principles 
of Marxism-Leninism is indispensable to an understanding of the methods 
and goals of Soviet policy, domestic and international. 

Important as the knowledge of the foundations of Marxist revolutionary 
communism is to the American citizen, whose grasp of political realities is 
so vital to the whole world, the main ideas of English socialism arc even 
more important to him. “We arc all socialists now,” said Sir William Har- 
court, a British Liberal leader, in 1884. Since then the trend, all over the 
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sS 2 CAPITALISM, SOCIALISM, WELFARE STATE 

world, has been toward more collective action. In the United States this 
tendency found expression in Woodrow Wilson’s “New Freedom,” and in 
Franklin D. Roosevelt’s “New Deal.” What was considered intolerable in- 
terference in the United States a generation ago, in fields like labor, social 
security, and education has gradually been accepted as just and inevitable. 
If the American economic system, the last island of a sheltered capitalist 
civilization, is going to develop at all in the direction of more public action 
and responsibility, Britain, and not Russia, supplies the laboratory in which 
the American observer will want to see what tests are being made, and why. 
Attlee is not nearly the dramatic figure that Lenin was; but to an American, 
Sidney Webb, and Tawney, and Attlee, are of greater practical importance 
than the c|uarrels between Stalin and Trotsky, or Marx’s call to revolution, 
coupled with the doctrine of the dictatorship of the proletariat. If the United 
States were ever to subject even part of her economy to public control or 
management, it would have to be done slowly, as in England, and not over- 
night as in Russia; every change would have to be debated and passed by 
Congress, rather than imposed by revolutionary militias. The problem in 
Russia in up 7 was to build industry in a highly agrarian society with little 
democratic experience. The problem of socialism in advanced countries like 
England and the United States is to reorganize the existing industrial system 
in a society that is higlily literate, relatively prosperous, and attached to free 
government. Finally, there was no middle class in Russia in 1917, when Com- 
munism triumphcil. In the United States, as in England, there is a vast and 
strong middle class, and the problem for socialists is to persuade its most 
crucial sector— managers, engineers, technicians, and professional people — 
that .socialism can offer them a better future than they can reasonably expect 
under private enterprise. 

Socialist literature in England has no Marx or Lenin, who lays down the 
law for all time. The most influential socialist thinkers in England have fre- 
(quently been without any official position of party or government, and their 
impact has been due primarily to their moral authority and felicitous literary 
style. Many consider R. H. Tawney’s The Acquisitive Society (1921) one of 
the great classics of English literature as well as of socialist thought. Avoid 
ing unnecessary technical terms, Tawney defines industry as “nothing more 
mysterious than a body of men associated, in various degrees of competition 
and cfMiperation, to win their livelihood by providing the community with 
some service which it ret]uires.” The function of industry, therefore, is service. 
However, under the capitalist system of industry and wealth, “functionless” 
property has developed, property which yields income and power without 
rendering any service. The essence of property is power, a kind of “limited 
sovereignty.” This power becomes easily tyrannical when it is not responsible 
to anyone but itself, and when the only question asked is, “What does it 
yield.?” rather than “What service docs it perform.?” From functionless prop- 
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crty comes the power of those “who do not work over those who do,” and 
Tawney warns that functionless property is “the greatest enemy of legitimate 
property itself.” Tawney states two principles which will have to be applied 
to industry if it is to be a function (“an activity which embodies and ex- 
presses the idea of social purpose”) rather than tyranny : ‘The first principle 
is that industry should be subordinated to the community in such a way as 
to render the best service technically possible, that those who render that 
service faithfully should be honourably paid, and that those who render no 
service should not be paid at all, because it is of the essence of a function 
that it should find its meaning in the satisfaction, not of itself, but of the end 
which it serves. The second is that its direction and government should be in 
the hands of persons who are responsible to those who are directed and gov- 
erned, because it is the condition of economic freedom that men should not 
be ruled by an authority which they cannot control.” 

Published in 1921, The Acquisitit/e Society is still one of the prime sources 
of the socialist faith in Britain. Yet it is also illuminating in its description of 
capitalism as an economic system and of the behavior of capitalists. The kind 
of capitalism that Tawney exposes in The Acquisitive Society was a reality 
in the nineteenth century, began to change drastically when Tawney wrote, 
and has been defunct for too long to be ever revived again. Yet in reading 
Tawney one understands more easily why men of his generation— say around 
1920— easily adopted the socialist creed as a protest against the degrading eco- 
nomic and moral conditions under which so many working people lived at 
that time. As the reality of the capitalist economy is changing in the direction 
of relative equality and affluence in Britain and in other advanced industrial 
nations, socialists are faced with the necessity of rethinking their tradi- 
tional— and by now orthodox and often dogmatic- -ideas in the light of 
changed circumstances. 

What the Webbs and Tawney argued was partly realized in the lifework 
of Clement R. Attlee. In The Labour Party in Perspective (1937), the Leader 
of the Labor party and Prime Minister (1945-1951) of the first majority Labor 
government in English history, gives an intimate picture of the kind of men 
who built the Labor party. It may sound startling to many European (and 
possibly American) socialists that “the first place in the influence that built 
up the Socialist movement must be given to religion.” In most Continental 
and Latin-American countries, socialism and religion are considered two en- 
tirely different worlds, living in nonbelligerent neutrality at best, and in open 
warfare at worst. Pope Pius XI emphasized this strongly when he warned 
in his encyclical Quadragesima anno (1931) that “No one can be, at the same 
time, a sincere Catholic and a true Socialist.” England is probably the only 
major country in the world where religion has nurturetl the socialist faith 
and has even been, as Attlee claims, its first influence: “There are probably 
more texts from the Bible enunciated from Socialist platforms than from those 
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of all other parties,” and it is “possible in Britain for a parson to declare him- 
self a Communist and for millions of faithful Catholics to support the Labour 
Party.” 

Before World War II, one of the main points of Nazi-Fascist propaganda 
in the Western nations was the inevitability of an ultimate choice between 
communism and Fascism, and the offer of saving the world from the threat 
of communism through the Berlin-Rome-Tokyo Axis. Writing in I937> when 
this propaganda convinced more than a few, Attlee rejected this choice: “I 
do not think that Britain must follow the Moscow or the Berlin road,” mainly 
because the totalitarian state must make use of force and intolerance. “Avoid- 
ing both Fascism and Communism,” Attlee wrote, “<his country, I believe, 
can afford tr) the world an example of how society can adapt itself to new 
conditions and base itself on new principles without breach of continuity and 
without vifjlcncc and intolerance.” Attlee also notices the fact, without which 
the Labor parly could never gain power: it had become a “national” party, 
whereas in its beginnings it had been essentially a party representing organ- 
ized labor. Many “individuals from the better-off classes” have joined the 
Labor party because of their realization of the “immoral and unjust basis of 
capitalism.” 

The spirit of British socialism is well reflected in the writings of Sidney 
and Beatrice Webb, Tawney, Laski, and a host of others; but the number 
of systematic treatises on the nature of British socialist philosophy is rela- 
tively small. One of the keenest analytical works in this field is E.F.M. 
Durbin’s The Politics of Democratic Socialism. Published in the grim year 
of 1940, the book helped to reaffirm the faith in the democratic process, come 
what may. Durbin was especially well qualified, as a distinguished econo- 
mist, to study the phenomenon of capitalism on the broad basis of fact and 
history. Alih<jugh an economist, Durbin believed that the political factor, the 
issue of revolution or evolution, of dictatorship or parliamentary government, 
is the really decisive problem. Rejecting the totalitarianism of Marxist revo- 
lutionary communism, Durbin was confident, in 1940, that not only would 
Britain be able to solve her economic problems within the framework of 
democratic socialism, but that she would lead the world on the road to a 
new society of political freedom and economic equality. 

The strength of British socialism lies in the fact, foreseen by Sidney Webb 
in 1889, that the con.servatives were being constantly “permeated” by socialist 
ideas. In a letter dated August 3, 1925, to the late Justice Holmes, Sir Frederick 
Pollock made an observation on socialism and the common law which is of 
interest to persons other than lawyers. Sir Frederick was rather conservative, 
but this did not prevent him from seeing that socialism contained an old 
principle of the common law, viz., the opposition to monopolies. 

Socialism is frequently interpreted, or misinterpreted, as an essentially 
materialistic movement. In “The Moral Case for S^ialism” (1949), Francis 
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Williams, closely associated with the British Labor movement for many 
years, starts with the thesis that socialism “arises from the belief that man is 
not an economic but a moral being moved by ideals and aspirations more 
satisfying than those of the materialist conceptions thai govern the other 
great political creeds of the modern world— capitalism and Communism.” 
On moral grounds, Williams objects to the open violence and terror of 
communism, but he also notices the tendency in capitalism toward “de- 
humanizing” man by reducing him to a mere potential source of profit, as 
far as his social-economic function is concerned. The boom-and-bust swings 
of unplanned capitalism have meant serfdom for many people, “the submis- 
sion to blind economic forces generating their own crises and operating alto- 
gether outside the realm of logic or justice.” Another main charge against 
capitalism is that its main motivation— competition— is likely to lead to a 
“profound neurosis.” The stresses and strains produced by the competitive 
striving for higher and higher incomes in a capitalist society create a sick 
civilization, “because the men and women who compose it arc sick.” By con- 
trast, socialism docs not accept the pessimistic conception of capitalism 
concerning the nature of man, which holds that men, like donkeys, “will 
not move unless they are alternately induced to do so by a carrot and driven 
to do so by a stick.” The more optimistic philosophy of socialism, Williams 
holds, assumes that men will freely work together in full realization of the 
values of cooperation and human fellowship. Williams concedes that such a 
view of man “has its attendant risks,” and history alone will prove whether 
the philosophy of optimism is justified or not, whether cooperation can re- 
place competition as the main driving force in society. 

The moral aspect of socialism is also central in the thought of Jawaharlal 
Nehru, next to Gandhi India’s greatest leader in the twentieth century. Since 
her independence in 1947, India— with a population of 400 million people— 
has been involved in the largest experiment in democracy that has ever been 
tried. The success or failure of democracy in India may well determine which 
way the underdeveloped countries will go: toward gradual social and eco- 
nomic change based on constitutional government, or toward rapid economic 
revolution based on the communist police state. In “Democracy, Communism, 
Socialism, and Capitalism” (1958) Nehru examines the main economic and 
political alternatives that confront the contemporary world. As a disciple of 
Gandhi, Nehru is opposed to the violence of communist theory and practice, 
and he strongly believes that “wrong means will not lead to right results.” 
The gravest defect in communism, however, is that “its contempt for what 
might be called the moral and spiritual side of life not only ignores some- 
thing that is basic in man but also deprives human behavior of standards and 
values.” By contrast, socialism (in Nehru’s thinking) avoids both the violence 
and repression of communism and the inequality and inefficiency of capi- 
talism. Nehru sees no magic in socialism through which poverty, particularly 
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in underdeveloped countries, will suddenly be transformed into riches. Social- 
i.sm is for Nehru only another name for the scientific approach to social and 
economic problems, desirable for any country, but imperative in an unilcr- 
dcvclopcd one: “In a poorly developed country, the capitalist method olfers 
no chance.” Yet Nehru i.s no dogmatist who sees democratic economic systems 
sharply divided into socialist and capitalist ones. He feels that the earlier gap 
between socialism and cai)italism tends to lessen in the long run, because 
capitalism is gradually incorporating some ideas of socialism, while socialism 
is gradually allowing more free scope to individual initiative. 

Yet these dilTerences of ecr^nomic fMilicy are less important than the com- 
m<jn belief in the principles and values of democracy that link socialism and 
capitalism. Whether Imlia and other underdeveloped areas following her 
example are more or less dedicated to public enterprise than to private enter- 
pri.se is of no major concern so long as they are committed to free govern- 
ment. India’s tie with the free world far outweighs whatever disadvantage 
.some see in her neutralist foreign policy. An internally and externally free 
and independent India is of far greater value to the free world than an 
authoritarian or totalitarian India temporarily participating in western mili- 
tary alliances, but spiritually indifferent or even hostile to .the basic principles 
of a free society. 

1 ‘herc are no "final .solution.s” for fundamental human problems. The very 
success of a political or social philo.sophy frecjuently produces new problems, 
due tt) new conditions, new experiences, and new frustrations. One of the 
m.iin defects of socialist thinking in the nineteenth century — shared by anti- 
.socialist economic thought of the period — was the underestimation of the 
political factor in its relation to economic institutions. The socialists (and 
many non.socialist rclormers) correctly saw that the economic power of capi- 
lali.sis entailed considerable political power. Socialists therefore thought that 
by breaking the economic power of the capitalists the problem of power and 
responsibility in its broade.st sense would be solved. Yet the experience of 
scK'ialist reality has shown that the diminution of capitalist power may be 
followeil by an increase of governmental power. R. H. S. Oossman, a leading 
intellectual in the liiitish Labor Party, addresses himself to this problem in 
his Fabian Tract, SocuiFsni and the New Despotism (1956). Although left- 
of-center in the Labor Party, ('rossman frequently writes as if he were F. A. 
Hayek. Crossman concctlcs two important points which socialists a genera- 
tion ago would not have dared to concede: first, that capitalism may well 
prove a workable system from a purely economic viewpoint; and second, 
that the fact of nationalizing the means of production docs not in itself solve 
the problem of responsible power: “Socialism must challenge power which 
is cither irresponsible or only scmi-rcsponsiblc— in whatever hands that power 
rests," that is, whether power is in the hands of managers running privately 
or publicly owned enterprises. The dilemma facing a British democratic 
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socialist is described by Crossman as follows: “Since the abuses oligopoly 
cannot be checked by free competition, the only way to enlarge freedom and 
achieve a full democracy is to subject the economy to public control. Yet the 
state bureaucracy itself is one of those concentrations of power which threaten 
our freedom. If we increase its authority still further, shall we not be en- 
dangering the liberties we are trying to defend ?” Despite all these difficulties, 
Crossman is still convinced that public ownership of the main industries is 
the way to bring about full demcKracy, provided the publicly owned enter- 
prises are under continuous and effective control of Parliament and public 
opinion and provided the Labor Party itself, as well as the trade unions and 
cof)pcratives, can be made more truly democratic in their internal operations. 

Denis Healey, one of the prominent spokesmen of the Right wing in the 
Labor Party, takes a less optimistic view on the issue of nationalization. In 
“British Labor’s New L<)ok at Industry” (1957) he bluntly states the fact that 
“natif)nalization is not pf)pular with the average voter.” Defending the eco 
nomic performance of the nationalized industries in Britain (primarily coal 
mining, civil aviation, and the railroads), Healey argues that the British 
experience has shown that the state cannot always “be relied on to represent 
the people.” In particular, the nationalized industries cannot claim any bril- 
liant political {)erformance, especially in relation to the consuming public or 
tt) their own workers. What, a generation ago, American writers like A. A. 
Berle and others said about American capitalist enterprise — that real power 
is in the hands of professional managers rather than of the share-holders who 
legally own it — is now increasingly recognized by socialists as being equally 
applicable to publicly owned enterprise: “Industrial power in every large de- 
veloped economy now rests with a man.tgcrial class which is responsible to 
no one. The form of owner.ship is irrelevant. State control over nationalized 
industries is as difficult as share holder control over private firms.” For a high- 
ranking socialist to say that “the form of ownership is irrelevant” marks a 
basic change of outlook. As a way out of this dilemma between old dogmas 
and new facts, the Labor Party proposed in two policy statements in 1957 
(Industry and Society and Public Enterprise) that the next Labor Govern- 
ment should adopt a new course: it should not take over businesses or in- 
dustries as a general policy, but buy shares of companies in the open market, 
achieving a controlling interest in some individual firms, but remaining a 
mere share-holder among others in those firms where such control would not 
be obtained. The main purpose of this new procedure would be to let the 
nation benefit from capital gains and rising dividends in important industrial 
enterprises. 

This method was not tried out after the 1959 election in Britain, because 
the Labor Party lost again, as it had done in 1951 and 1955. The aversion to 
further nationalization was even deeper than the more moderate leaders of 
the Labor Party had assumed. Shortly before the 1959 elections in Britain, 
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over 2.5 million households were polled on the question of nationalization. 
Of those interviewed, 63.5 per cent wanted no further nationalization; 17.9 
per cent wanted more nationalization; and 18.6 per cent had no opinion. 
More remarkably still, of Lal)or Party supporters 41.7 per cent wanted no 
more nationalization, 56.2 per cent wanted more, and 22.1 per cent had no 
o|)inion (T/jc Netv Times. September 4, 1959). If only a little over 
fMic third of Labor Party supporters were in favor of more nationalization in 
the 1959 election, it is not surprising that the Labor Party suffered a humiliat- 
ing defeat so long as a large part of the voters identified the Labor Party with 
nationalization. 

'flic reasons for the defeat are spelled out in greater detail by C. A. R. 
Lrfjsland in “Socialism in a Prosperous World” (i960). Crosland, the author 
ol the most challenging book on socialism written since World War II (The 
Future of Socialism, 1956), points to some important changes that have oc- 
cinreil in western nations in recent years. The average standard of living of 
the W(;rking class has risen considerably. This rise has been proportionately 
even higher for those who were formerly unemployed or who are relatively 
unskilled: the unemployed are now generally employed, and the gap between 
the wages of skilled and unskilled workers has been substantially narrowed. 
As to the sense of inequality and resentment that used to feed socialist party 
I auks, Oosland points to an interesting psychological phenomenon; “As the 
ut/era^e level of real income rises, people care less about the exact distribution 
r*f income.” An unemployed worker resents the income of a steadily cm- 
ployetl person more than does an employed worker whose income is lower 
than that ol another pers(;n. A worker who cannot afford any kind of a car 
is more resentful of those who can than is a worker who owns a low-priced 
car but secs others drive fancier models with more gadgets. Misery and in- 
ci|iiality arc thus no longer primary sources that can guarantee electoral vic- 
tories for socialist parties in a prosperous world. 

The first requirement for socialist survival and progress, Crosland argues, 
is for socialists to recognize that the “unreformed capitalism” of a generation 
ago no longer exists, and to .adapt their program to the new circumstances, 
"t’et he fails to spell out in concrete terms what this new appeal is to be. In 
this failure he is not alone, as the successive electoral defeats of the Labor 
Party in the nineteen fifties demonstrated. Yet it is perhaps a hopeful sign, 
from the viewpoint of the future of democratic socialism, that so many of the 
younger leaders have shown a remarkable capacity of self-analysis and self- 
criticism. Once the traditional orthodoxies and dogmas arc cleared away, 
new positive programs appealing to electoral majorities may eventually be 
developed. 

This will, however, in no case be an easy task. If the Labor Party is com- 
pelled, for reasons of expediency if for no others, to abandon the goal of 
nationalizing imjxirtant industries, it runs the danger of antagonizing the 



DEMOCRATIC SOCIALISM $89 

militant element in the labor movement, which supplies the driving force, 
enthusiasm, and the active energy. Conversely, if the Labor Party confines 
itself to a more vigorous pursuit of welfare state policies, it may easily become 
a “me-too” party, since the Conservative Party can boast a long record of 
social reform and will not hesitate to remind the electorate of this fact. 

While socialism has never found expression in a in. jor national party in 
the United States, it has by no means remained without influence, the in- 
fluence frequently being exercised indirectly rather than directly. The leader 
of American socialism, Norman Thomas, a former minister of religion, sum- 
marizes the insights and experiences of his life-long career as a socialist in 
his Democratic Socialism: A New Appraisal (1953). More than ever Thomas 
emphasizes democracy as the goal and process of socialism, after the world 
has learned in a generation of violence and terror of Fa.scist and Com- 
munist totalitarianism how precious the preservation of the democratic way 
of life is. Interestingly enough Thomas has learned also from experience to 
“lessen somewhat socialist insistence on state ownership,” and he is aware 
of the “dangers of a statism,” if the state is entrusted with too much eco- 
nomic responsibility. What socialists want now is “not nationalization, but 
socialization,” in which workers and consumers, rather than the state, di- 
rectly participate in the ownership and management of a publicly owned 
industry. The Tennessee Valley Authority rather than a government depart- 
ment like the Post Office seems to Thomas the kind of socialized industry 
which avoids the pitfalls of direct government operation and bureaucratic 
centralism. Thomas also frankly concedes — as few socialists would have 
done twenty or thirty years ago — that “socialism is not a panacea against 
war,” which may be due to deeper psychological causes reflected in nation- 
alism and totalitarian imperialism. On the issues of competition and equality 
of pay Thomas is less orthodox, loo, than socialists used to be: he admits 
room for competition in a socialist society, provided it operates within rea- 
sonable bounds, and “if the reward is not of such a nature and amount as to 
put other men in virtual slavery to the winner.” Similarly, Thomas rejects 
the principle of absolute equality of pay as impractical: “To make that prin- 
ciple work, there would have to be a kind of conscription for jobs which the 
socialist who loves liberty will be deeply concerned to avoid.” Thomas 
stresses, however, that as a socialist he is in favor of a more equitable dis- 
tribution of the national income, but such relative equality can be obtained 
progressively and through democratic methods. Important as the problem of 
distribution is, moreover, Thomas recognizes that for years to come the 
principal problem will be that of increased production. The experience of 
British socialism has shown that, whereas socialists used to concern them- 
selves — before assuming the respo jsibility of government — primarily with 
the issue of just distribution, they quickly discovered that increased produc- 
tion was the first condition for a better life for all the people. Unlike many 
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other socialists who still persist in a naive, unsophisticated type of optimism, 
looking upon capitalism as the only source of the maladies of democracy, 
Thomas has learned his lesson from modern psychology that “fear of free- 
dom” is one of the main causes of democratic apathv and weakness, and 
that it is the task of socialism to create institutions which will make democ- 
racy a living reality. 

One of the staple arguments against socialism is that it is the first step 
toward communism, and that a Communist is a “socialist in a hurry.” Yet 
experience shfjws that the strength of communism is in inverse proportijn 
to that of democratic socialism. After World War 11 communism established 
its rule where democratic socialist movements had been outlawed or sup- 
pressed, as in I'.astern I'.urope and China. In Western Europe, Communist 
parlies h.tve flourished most in countries such as France and Italy, which 
have declining socialist movements. By contrast, communism has steadily 
we.ikened in lountries that were governed by wholly or predominantly So- 
cialist governments, sucii as Sweden, Denmark, Norway, Great Britain, and 
Israel, or by coalition governments with vigorous Socialist participation, 
such as Holland, Belgium, Uruguay, and Chile. So far, democratic socialism 
has been most successful in Scandinavia, New Zealand, Australia, and Brit- 
ain, which have the strongest traditions of political liberty in the world, 
coupled with high standards of integrity in public life. The road to socialist 
(loci line may be simjdc, but that to socialist reality is complex; it has been no 
accident that democratic socialism has grown and governed in the politically 
most mature nations, whereas totalitarian communism, like totalitarian 
Fascism, has taken root j>ritnarily in politically less experienced states, whose 
traditions ol political democracy are none too stable and whose standards of 
gttvernmeiu are none too high. Socialists do not consider their ideal as an 
altern.iiive to democracy, but, as Norman Thomas puts it: “Socialism itself 
is the fulfilment of democracy,” 


R. H. TAWNEY 


1* The Tyranny of Functionless Property* 

Possession," said the Egoist, “without obligation to the object possessed, 
apprtiaches felicity.” Functionless property appears natural to those who be- 
lieve that society should be organized for the acquisition of private wealth, 
and attacks upon it perverse or malicious, because the question which such 
p^^rom R. H. lawney, The Acquisitive Society (Harcourt, Brace and Company, 1921) By 
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persons ask of any institution is, “What docs it yield?” And such property 
yields much to those who own it. Those, however, who hold that social unity 
and effective work are possible only if society is organized and wealth dis- 
tributed on the basis of function, will ask of an institution not, “What 
dividends does it pay?” but “What service docs it perform?” To them the 
fact that much property yields income irrespective of any service which is 
performed or obligation which is recognized by its owners will appear, not 
a quality, but a vice. They will see in the social confusion which it produces, 
payments disproportionate to service here, and payments without any service 
at all there, and dissatisfaction everywhere, a convincing confirmation of 
their argument that to build on a foundation of rights and of rights alone 
is to build on a quicksand. 

From this portentous exaggeration into an absolute of what once was, 
and still might be, a sane and social institution, most other evils follow. Its 
fruits are the power of those who do not work over those who do, the 
alternate subservience and rebelliousness of those who work towards those 
who do not, the starving of science and thought and creative effort for fear 
that expenditure upon them should impinge on the comfort of the sluggard 
and the fainSant, and the arrangement of society in most of its subsidiary 
activities to suit the convenience, not of those who work usefully, but of those 
who spend gaily; so that the most hideous, desolate, and parsimonious places 
in the country are those in which the greatest wealth is produced, the Clyde 
valley, or the cotton towns of Lancashire, or the mining villages of Scotland 
and Wales, and the gayest and most luxurious those in which it is consumed. 
From the point of view of social health and economic efficiency, society should 
obtain its material equipment at the cheapest price possible, and, after pro- 
viding for depreciation and expansion, should distribute the whole product 
to its working members and their dependents. What happens at present, how- 
ever, is that its workers are hired at the cheapest price which the market 
(as modified by organization) allows, and that the surplus, somewhat dimin- 
ished by taxation, is distributed to the owners of property. 

Profits may vary in a given year from a loss to 100 per cent. But wages are 
fixed at a level which will enable the marginal firm to continue producing 
one year with another; and the surplus, even when due partly to efficient 
management, goes neither to managers nor to manual workers, but to share- 
holders. The meaning of the process becomes startlingly apparent when, as 
recently in Lancashire, large blocks of capital change hands at a period of 
abnormal activity. The existing shareholders receive the equivalent of the 
capitalized expectation of future profits. The workers, as workers, do not 
participate in the immense increment in value. And when, in the future, 
they demand an advance in wages, they will be met by the answer that 
profits, which before the transaction would have been reckoned large, yield 
shareholders after it only si low rate of interest on their investment. 



592 CAPITALISM. SOCIALISM. WELFARE STATE 

The truth is that, whereas in earlier ages the protection of property was 
normally the protection of work, the relationship between them has come 
in the course of the economic development of the last two centuries to be 
very nearly reversed. The two elements which compose civilization are 
active efforts and passive property, the labour of human things and the 
tools which human beings use. Of these two elements those who supply the 
first maintain and improve it, those who own the second normally dictate 
its character, its development, and its administration. Hence, though politi- 
cally free, the mass of mankind live in effect under rules imposed to protect 
the interests of the small section among them whose primary concern is 
ownership. From this subordination of creative activity to passive property, 
the worker who depends upon his brains, the organizer, inventor, teacher 
or doctor suffers almost as much embarrassment as the craftsman. The real 
economic cleavage is not, as is often said, between employers and employed, 
but between all who do constructive work, from scientist to labourer, on the 
one hand, and all whose main interest is the preservation of existing pro- 
prietary rights upon the other, irrespective of whether they contribute to 
constructive work or not. 

If, therefore, under the modern conditions which have concentrated any 
substantial share of property in the hands of a small minority of the pop- 
ulation, the world is to be governed for the advantage of those who own, 
it is only incidentally and by accident that the results will be agreeable to 
those who work. In practice there is a constant collision between them. 
Turned into another channel, half the wealth distributed in dividends to 
functionless shareholders, could secure every child a good education up to 
iS, could re endow h'nglish universities, and (since more efficient produc- 
tion IS important) could ecpiip English industries for more efficient pro- 
duction. Hall the ingenuity now applied to the protection of property could 
have made most industrial diseases as rare as smallpox, and most English 
cities into places of health and even of beauty. What stands in the way is the 
doctrine that the rights of property are absolute, irrespective of any social 
function which its owners may perform. So the laws which are most strin- 
gently enforced are still the laws which protect property, though the pro- 
tection of property is no longer likely to be equivalent to the protection of 
work, and the interests which govern industry and predominate in public 
alTairs are proprietary interests. 

A mill-owner may impose conditions w'hich degrade a generation of op- 
eratives; but his brother magistrates will let him off with a caution or a 
ni^minal fine to do the same to the next. For he is an owner of property. A 
landowner may draw rents from slums in which young children die at the 
rate of 200 per 1000; but he will be none the less welcome in polite society. 
For property has no obligations and therefore can do no wrong. Urban 
land may be held from the market on the outskirts of cities in which human 



DEMOCRATIC SOCIAUSM S93 

beings arc living three to a room, and rural land may be used for sport 
when villagers arc leaving it to overcrowd them still more. No public au- 
thority intervenes, for both are property. 

Nor arc these practical evils the gravest consequences which flow from 
the hypertrophy of property in an industrial society. Property is in its nature 
a kind of limited sovereignty. Its essence is a power, secured by the S^tc 
to some individual or group as against all others, to dispose of the objects 
over which the proprietary rights are exercised. When those objects arc sim- 
ple and easily obtained, the property is normally harmless or beneficial. 
When they are such that, while they can be acquired only by the few, the 
mass of mankind cannot live unless it has free access to them, their pro- 
prietors, in prescribing their use, may become the irresponsible governors of 
thousands of other human beings. 

Hence, when pushed to extremes, applied to purposes for which it was 
not designed, and in an environment to which it is not adapted, property 
in things swells into something which is, in effect, sovereignty over per- 
sons. “7*he main objection to a large corporation,” writes Mr. Justice Bran- 
deis, of the Supreme Court of the U. S. A., “is that it makes possible — and 
in many cases makes inevitable — the exercise of industrial absolutism.” In 
England such absolutism is felt mainly in the hours of work, above all 
in the power to deprive the wage-earner of his livelihood by dismissing him 
from his employment. In America there arc cities where the company owns 
not only the works, but halls and meeting-places, streets and pavements, 
where the town council and police are its nominees, and the pulpit and 
press its mouthpieces, where no meeting can be held to which it objects and 
no citizen can dwell of whom it disapproves.’ Such property confers a 
private franchise or jurisdiction analogous to that which in some periods 
has been associated with the ownership of land. The men who endure it 
may pf)ssess as citizens the right to “life, liberty, and the pursuit of happi- 
ness.” But they live, in effect, at the will of a lord. 

To those who believe that institutions which repudiate all moral signifi- 
cance must sooner or later collapse, a society which confuses the protection 
of property with the preservation of its functionless perversions will ap- 
pear as precarious as that which has left the memorials of its tasteless frivol- 
ity and more tasteless ostentation in the gardens of Versailles. Do men 
love peace? They will see the greatest enemy of social unity in rights 
which involve no obligation to co-operate for the service of society. Do they 
value equality? Properly rights which dispense their owners from the com- 
mon human necessity of labour make inequality an institution permeating 
every corner of society, from the distribution of material wealth to the train- 

’ See the Report on the Steel Strike of tgro. hy the Commission of Inquiry of the Interchurch 
World Movement, W. Z. Foster, The Great Steel Strike, and the Final Report of the United 
States Commission on Industrial Relations. 
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ing of intellect itself. Do they desire greater industrial efficiency? There is 
no more fatal obstacle to efficiency than the revelation that idleness has the 
same privileges as industry, and that for every additional blow with the 
pick or hammer an additional profit will be distributed among sharehold- 
ers who wield neither. 

Indeed, functionless property is the greatest enemy of legitimate property 
itself. It is the parasite which kills the organism that produced it. Bad 
money drives out good, and, as the history of the last two hundred years 
shows, when property for acquisition or power and property for service or 
for use jostle each other freely in the market, without restrictions such as 
some legal systems have imposed on alienation and inheritance, the latter 
tends normally to be absorbed by the former, because it has less resisting 
power. Thus functionless property grows, and as it grows it undermines 
the creative energy which produced the institution of property and which 
in earlier ages property protected. It cannot unite men, for what unites them 
is the bond of service to a common purpose, and that bond it repudiates, 
since its very essence is the maintenance of rights irrespective of service. 
It cannot create; it can only spend, so that the number of scientists, invent- 
ors, artists, or men of letters who have sprung in the course of the last cen- 
tury from hereditary riches can be numbered on one hand. It values neithei 
culture nor beauty, but only the power which belongs to wealth and the 
ostentation which is the symbol of it. 

So those who dread these qualities, energy and thought and the creative 
spirit — and they are many — will not discriminate, as we have tried to dis- 
criminate, between different types and kinds of property, in order that they 
may preserve those which arc legitimate and abolish those which are not. 
They will endeavour to preserve all private property, even in its most de- 
generate forms. And those who value those things will try to promote them 
by relieving property of its perversions and thus enabling it to return to its 
true nature. 

They will not desire to establish any visionary communism, for they will 
realize that the free di.sposal of a sufficiency of personal possessions is the 
condition of a healthy and self-respecting life, and will seek to distribute 
more widely the property rights which make them to-day the privilege of a 
minority. But they will refuse to submit to the naive philosophy which 
would treat all proprietary rights as equal in sanctity merely because they 
arc identical in name. They will distinguish sharply between property which 
is used by its owner for the conduct of his profession or the upkeep of his 
household, and property which is merely a claim on wealth produced by 
another’s labour. They will insist that property is moral and healthy only 
when it is used as a condition, not of idleness, but of activity, and when it 
involves the discharge of definite personal obligations. They will endeavour 
in short, to base it upon the principle of function. 
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CLEMENT R. ATTLEE 


2. Democratic Socialiam versus Totalitarian Communism 
and Fascism* 


Predominantly the parties on the Continent have been built on the writ- 
ings of Karl Marx. Around his teachings the movement has grown. Dif- 
ferent interpretations have been put upon his creed. In some countries other 
powerful influences have been at work, and the characters of his apostles and 
the circumstances of the countries to which they belong have necessarily 
caused differences in the method pursued by particular parties, but they 
have this in common — that they were formed as definite Socialist move- 
ments, inspired by the word revealed to Marx. 

In Britain the history of the movement has been entirely different. Widely 
diffused as his influence has been, the number of those who accepted Marx- 
ism as a creed has always been small. The number of those who have 
entered the Socialist movement as the direct result of his teaching has 
been but a fraction of the whole. One must seek the inspiration of the 
majority of British Socialists in other directions. 

Leaving aside Owen and the early pioneers, I think that the first place 
in the influences that built up the Socialist movement must be given to re- 
ligion. England in the nineteenth century was still a nation of Bible read- 
ers. To put the Bible into the hands of an Englishman is to do a very danger- 
ous thing. He will find there material which may send him out as a 
preacher of some religious, social, or economic doctrine. The large number 
of religious sects in this country, and the various tenets that many of them 
hold, illustrate this. 

The Bible is full of revolutionary teaching, and it is not surprising that, 
in a country where thought is free, many men and women have drawn 
from it the support which they needed for their instinctive revolt against 
the inhuman conditions which Capitalism brings. I think that probably 
the majority of those who have built up the Socialist movement in this coun- 
try have been adherents of the Christian religion— and not merely adherents, 
but enthusiastic members of some religious body. There are probably noorc 
teytf from the Bible enunciated from Socialist platforms than from those 
of ail other parties. Not only |he af^Hcrents of dissenting bodies whose less 
privi}ege 4 position inclined them to take a Left Wing line in politics, but 
also many ejbrgy and laymen of the Established Church, found that die 

•From Clement R. Attlee, Tke L^qut Forty in Perspective (Victor Gollancz, 1937)- By 
permission. » 
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('apitalist system was incompatible with Christianity. It is significant that 
the gap between the end of Owenism and the birth of- the Social Democratic 
Federation is filled by the Christian Socialist movement of Kingsley and 
Maurice. Here one secs a feature which distinguishes the British movement 
from most of those abroad. In no other country has Christianity become con- 
verted to Socialism to such an extent as in Britain. In no other Socialist move- 
ment has Christian tlwught had such a powerful leavening effect. It is pos- 
sible in Britain for a parson to declare himself a Communist and for millions 
of faithful (Catholics to support the Labour Party. It may be noted as a factor 
in building the British Labriur movement on broad foundations that so 
many of the adherents of the C'atholic Faith in Britain come from Ireland, 
where a creed of political and economic revolt has been inculcated into a 
Catholic population. The British Labour movement owes much to these 
men and women, who brought over from their own country their hatred of 
oppression. 

The Labour Party necessarily differs from those Continental countries 
where SodaWsts fov\vu\ iVvemse\ves faced a Church either c\ose\y Viound up 
with the State or with property or class interests, and inimical to liberty oi 
thought. Where, as in many countries, the workers in the formative years 
of the Socialist movement were attached to a dogmatic faith which con- 
trolled every phase of their lives, it was natural that the movement of re- 
volt should be anti-clerical. To meet the conditions there was set up a dog- 
matism equally narrow and exclusive. The divisions between blacks and 
reds extending into every activity became absolute. Neither side could 
influence the other any more than can two contending armies entrenched 
against each other. Such a division undoubtedly gives great driving-force 
and cohesion to a movement, but it creates such a fissure in the body politic 
that the result is either stalemate or revolution. Neither can advance or 
retreat. In Britain, on the other hand, where political and religious differ- 
ences do not coincide, there is a constant broadening owing to contact. 

I do not believe that the only choice before us is the acceptance of Fas- 
cism or Communism. I do not think that Britain must follow the Moscow 
or the Berlin road. Those two roads have certain features in common. They 
are straight, narrow, and artificial. They drive through the landscape of 
humanity with little apparent reference to its contours or to the graces of the 
countryside which have been derived from the past. Those who journey 
along them attain a very high rate of speed, and they scorn old-fashioned 
meandering paths. There are many casualties on that account. A high rate 
of speed may give great pleasure to those who control the machines, but 
it may mean a vast amount of discomfort to the driven. The real question is, 
to what place will those who complete the journey arrive.?— if, indeed, 
they do arrive, for there is a great possibility of a terrible catastrophe on 
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the way. One may ask, too, in what kind of condition will those who jour- 
ney be like when the road has been traversed? One can give no certain an- 
swer to these questions, whether one considers the travellers on the Moscow 
or on the Berlin highways. 

I have already set out my objections to the Totalitarian State, whether 
formed on the Fascist or Communist model, and I will not repeat them here. 

I do not think that it is desirable as an ideal or necessary as a stage in human 
development. In my view the Totalitarian State is not an advance in civilisa- 
tion but a retrogression. It has been adopted by peoples who are politically 
and socially immature. They have not grasped the fact that the essential 
condition for an advanced civilisation is tolerance, and that a society in 
which men and women of differing views on many subjects can live to- 
gether in peace and harmony is a higher type than one in which all must 
conform to a single pattern. The achievement of the Totalitarian State in- 
volves the use of force, and its continuance requires the use of the same 
methods. The one thing indispensable is an all-pervading police service. 
'While this continues there is no freedom, and until it is abolished the ex- 
periment in Russia will not attract the majority of the British people. 

It is, in my view, the strength, not the weakness, of Britain which allows 
of wide tolerance and freedom, permitting people to disagree on matters 
of vital importance and yet to continue to live together in friendly inter- 
course. To exchange this for a society in which everything is subordinated 
to a ruthless class warfare would be a retrograde step. Avoiding both Fas- 
cism and Communism, this country, I believe, can afford to the world an 
example of how society can adapt itself to new conditions and base itself on 
new principles without breach of continuity and without violence and in- 
tolerance. We have in the past to a great extent avoided the civil wars 
which have done such a vast amount of harm in other countries. It is, I 
think, a false reading of history to think that what has happened elsewhere 
must necessarily happen in this country. It has not been so in the past. It 
was, I think, characteristic of Britain that, on the only occasion on which 
there arose a military dictatorship, the dictator was a man who strove con- 
tinually for tolerance and sought unceasingly to rid himself of the burden 
of absolute power and to return to the ways of constitutionalism. Cromwell 
was as English as Mussolini is Italian. 

I think that nations tend to follow very closely their national traditions. 
Italy has frequently been the arena for faction fights and proscriptions. The 
Fascist methods are nothing new to the descendants of the Guelfs and 
Ghibellines. Military despotism has been a feature of German history. It is 
still a question whether or not Rus«:ia will return to the autocracy which she 
has so long endured. It is my faith that Britain will be true to her traditions, 
and that, despite the profound differences that separate the supporters of 
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Socialism and Capitalism, the changes which are necessary will be brought 
about without bloodshed and violence. It is the genius of the British peo- 
ple to modify and adapt old institutions to new purposes. I think that the 
same pndccss which has been followed in the past will be employed in the 
future for changing the social and economic structure of this country. 

I believe that the Labour Party is the instrument whereby this change will 
be cfTected. Typically British, the Labour Party has shown its power of 
adaption to new conditions and new purposes. At its inception it was a 
party representing almost entirely organised Labour. Its programme was 
sectional, not national. It has since then developed into a national party, 
open to all, and has a policy which embraces every phase of national life. 
In its earlier days it would have been a fair criticism to have said that it 
could not aspire to power because its appeal was too narrow. It is not true 
to-day. Increasiitgly it draws its strength from men and women of all 
classes of society. Its achievement of power docs not depend on an alteration 
in the t]uahty of its adherents, but in their quantity. It has to convert to its 
faith many millions of workers who still cling to Capitalism. It has to 
persuade many members of the classes which depend in the main on their 
own work for their livelihood that true community of interest is based on 
fellowship in service, not on participation in profits. 

There is, I believe, an ever-growing number of people who, although 
comparatively well to-do, are yet profoundly dissatisfied with the Capitalist 
system. Idierc arc technicians and business managers who find that their 
efforts lead only to frustration. When they invent new machinery or intro- 
duce improvements into production, they more often than not find that as 
a result of their labours a number of workers have been thrown out of their 
jobs, while not infrequently the increased production which they have ef- 
fected cannot be absorbed because of the mal-distribution of purchas- 
ing power. 

There is also a realisation that in modern large-scale industry there is but 
little chance of a man becoming his own master. He is apt to be only a 
servant of a company. He realises that he might as well serve the community 
instead of a certain number of profit-takers. The uncertainty of private enter- 
prise which was so manifest during the great depression has made more 
attractive the prospects of serving the State or the municipality. But I think 
that a more powerful motive which is bringing into the ranks of labour so 
many individuals from the better-off classes is a realisation of the immoral 
and unjust basis of Capitalism. The social conscience speaks loudly to-day. 
Where formerly it impelled people of goodwill to give to charity, it now 
leads them to examine into the system which produces injustice. Where 
formerly they were content to deal with results, they now seek to remove 
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The fact is that the ranks of the supporters of the Capitalist system arc 
constantly being thinned by the desertion of those who have lost faith in 
it. Many of these find their way into the ranks of Labour. There is, how- 
ever, a great body of citizens who, while unable to give their former sup- 
port to Capitalism, still fear to accept Socialism and all its implications. I 
believe that they will come to realise that there is no alternative. At present 
they hesitate partly through prejudice and partly through misunderstanding. 

It is the task of the Labour Party to win over to its side all these elements 
which are still uncertain of their position. To do this involves a receptivity 
on the part of the Labour Party itself. It does not in my view involve 
watering down Labour’s Socialist creed in order to attract new adherents 
who cannot accept the full Socialist faith. On the contrary I believe that it is 
only a clear and bold policy that will attract their support. It is not the 
preaching of a feeble kind of Liberalism that is required, but a frank state- 
ment of the full Socialist faith in terms which will be understood. 

I do not believe that there is need for a great change in the constitution 
of the Labour Party. Its basis in organised Labour must remain. The com- 
plaint that the Labour Party is bossed by a few Trade Union officials is un- 
true. The constitution of the Party is democratic. Individual membership 
is open to all. 1 anticipate that in the course of the next few years there will 
be a rapid increase of individual membership which will give the local La- 
bour Parties an even greater influence than that which they now possess. 

I hope that the Party will continue to be a party of the rank and file, and 
that those who enter its ranks will accept the conditions and discipline of 
democracy. There is not, and should not be, a royal road to influence in the 
Labour movement. 

The Labour Party is what its members make it. 

The future of the Labour Party depends on two things — its success in win- 
ning power in this country, and the way in which it uses that power when 
it has been obtained. 

I am convinced that whenever this mandate has been given, the Labour 
programme must be carried out with the utmost vigour and resolution. To 
delay dealing with essentials would be fatal. To show irresolution or cow- 
ardice would be to invite defeat. A Labour Government should make it 
quite plain that it will suffer nothing to hinder it in carrying out the pop- 
ular will. In all great enterprises it is the first steps that are difficult, and 
it is the way in which these are taken that makes the difference between 
success or failure. A Labour Government, not in a spirit of malice or revenge, 
but with the greatest regard for justice to all, must resolutely set about its 
task of rebuilding the life of this country on the principles of liberty, equal- 
ity, and social justice, and of joining with other nations to create a world 
Commonwealth. 
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E. F. M. DURBIN 


3. Britain: World Leader of Democratic SocialUm* 


The Marxist system of thought is based upon four propositions of an 
ascending degree of particularity — first, that the governing motive in hu- 
man life is that of acquisitiveness; secondly that acquisitiveness must mani- 
fest Itself in the form of group struggle in so far as it produces historical 
change; thirdly that this group struggle must break out into civil war dur- 
ing any period in which power is transferred from one class to another; 
and fourthly that a dictatorship of the proletariat and of the Communist 
Party over the proletariat can achieve social justice or Socialism. 

I have found it impossible to accept any one of these four propositions 
in an unamended form. While it is possible to concede that acquisitiveness 
is an important and universal motive in human behaviour — animating us 
all, present in every group contest, deeply influencing the whole course of 
history— it is not possilile to accept the view that it is a sole determining 
cause, a solitary source of change, or the final or fundamental cause in his- 
tory. I he pattern of social causes is more complex, and the causes at work 
in it are ol many kinds. Nor was it possible to accept the view that even 
where rational acquisitiveness is present, it must take the form of group con- 
test. It is obvious that co-operation plays just as important a role in the 
ccoimmic htc of society, and tliai changes and discoveries in the field of co- 
operation arc every bit as significant in the determination of historical 
change as arc movements in the technique of struggle. 

Hut the most important doctrines for my purpose arc the two political 
theses — that civil war is inevitable, and that social justice can be secured by 
the dictatorship of the (amimunist Party. Neither of these doctrines, how- 
ever, seems to bear the light of psychological or historical evidence particu- 
larly well. It appears from the history of our own country alone that 
classes have been defeated without violence, and that we were brought with- 
in measurable distance of civil war in a struggle between two parties 
of the same class. And we have just seen that the method of government 
implied by a dictatorship, and the release of unbridled aggression made 
possible by the circumstances of a dictatorship, render it almost inconceiv- 
able that a dictatorship of any kind could create social justice, or restore 
political liberty without a further revolution. 

It would }>crhaps be as well to say at this jx)int that I do not wish for a mo 

• From K. F. M. Durbin, The Politics of Democratic Socialism (Routledge, 1940). By per- 
mission. 
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mcnt to decry the importance or value of Marxist thought to the social 
sciences. After Marx and Engels had completed their life work, all further 
historical reflection and political theory has of necessity been “post-Marx- 
ian.” They accomplished an intellectual revolution in the historical and 
social sciences upon which all who come after them must build. Their em- 
phasis upon the importance of acquisitiveness in history — Mr. Cole’s “realis- 
tic interpretation” of history — their analysis of the mechanics of group strug- 
gle, their picture of society as a mechanism of institutions, are ideas that 
may change and develop, but can never wholly disappear. They are part of 
our contemporary understanding of what we are. 

It is only static Marxianism that is blind, and whose political implications 
are wrong. All that Marx said, and Lenin said, must be amended, re- 
interpreted and set in proper perspective by the greater knowledge of social 
institutions that we have now accumulated, the further historical experience 
through which we have passed since they wrote, and, most important of 
all, by the extra-ordinary increase in our knowledge of psychological mo- 
tive and emotional prtKess. Marxism must, like every body of thought, 
change and grow if it is to live. 

For the purpose of this book the most important conclusion that 1 have 
tried to establish is the last. 1 have tried to show why I so profoundly believe 
that we cannot proceed by the Communist road to a better social order. 
Strong and violent men have always believed that they could build a new 
heaven and a new earth, if only they were allowed to override and destroy 
those who jlisagreed with them. It is not so. The problem of .social life is 
the problem of reconciling the conflicting ends of different per.sons and dif- 
ferent groups. Justice cannot be achieved, much less happiness, by the mere 
crushing of one party to a conflict. Injustice remains, hatred remains, the 
drawn sword cannot be sheathed, the machine-gun cannot be put aw’ay. 
Monotonously and horribly the victims will continue to tramp down to 
death, their shoulders bowed by suffering, their eyes glazed with hatred 
and fear. It is twenty years since the Communist Party obtained undis- 
puted political power in Russia. Still the victims tramp down to death. There 
is no end to the suffering, the river of blood flows on. For tho.se of us who 
live in quieter and happier lands, this is not the way. To those who really 
seek a better social order — and are not merely seeking in political action re- 
lief from the explosive violence of their own natures — I would say with as- 
surance : This is not the road! 

Is there any other and better way to walk in? 

1 value the social tradition in which we live. The services of this country 
to the cause of human happiness cannot be lightly dismissed. We have, for 
centuries now, led the world in the arts of government and in the discovery 
of the springs of social peace. We first applied the principles of reason to 
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the tasks of economic organization and industrial production. By so doing 
we made possible, for all men, levels of prosperity and wealth that would 
have appeared Utopian, even fantastic, to generations that lived before the 
onset of the English Industrial Revolution. Wc have, from the beginning, 
made invaluable contributions to the advancement of science and learning. 
To-day through the generosity and long-sighted wisdom of one group of 
our scientists — the practising psycho-analysts — standing in marked and hon- 
ourable contrast to the behaviour of most other professions, we have gath- 
ered into our society the most distinguished group of psychologists in 
the world, working in the forefront of contemporary science. We shall con- 
tinue, in many fields of human endeavour, to lead and not to follow the 
generality of mankind. 

We have, in this country, much of which U) be ashamed. The distribution 
of income is nowhere less equal. The grip of a class system that frustrates 
the search for comradeship between us, and wastes a monstrously high pro- 
portion of our natural talent, is extraordinarily strong, and is not the less 
strong, nor the less destructive, because it is so little resented. In this gen- 
eration moreover, we have been guilty of the most lerriblc crimes of popu- 
lar vandalism. We have torn down some of our finest buildings, and we 
have permitted the speculative builder and the profiteering landlord to drive 
hideous scars across our countryside; straggling in promiscuous rape over 
the lovely body of our ancient agricultural civdi/.ation. Wc have revealed 
ourselves to the world as ruthlessly uncultured, and our generation will go 
down to posterity as one of the most ae.sthctically destructive in pur history 
— a rival in the popular demonology of the future to the unforgettable ex- 
cesses of the Reformation and the Civil War. Although we have reason to 
be [)roud of our social tradition wc have, therefi^re, no occasion to be con- 
tented with its chequered pattern. 

The future of the British tradition is not secure. It is threatened from 
within and from without. There arc dictatorial parties at home and there 
is the ever-present threat of attack from abroad. Wc could no longer walk 
quietly in our traditional paths of liberty if either of our violent parties 
grew to power, or if wc were on the losing side in the present European 
war. Even victory in it will endanger the stability of our society. Hence 
peace was and is one, though not the sole or the first, of our vital interests. 

When the peace of E.urojK is restored, and in so far as we have preserved 
the institutions of a free government, w'c have still a great service to per- 
form for ourselves and for the world. 

Every generation is in part united, and in part inspired, by some concep- 
tion of a better and a more just society. The conception varies from age to 
age, and reflects in large measure the peculiar needs and the dominant 
philosophy of the time in which it enlivens men to hope. There is a rough 
law of com()ensation in its form. The deeper the distress of the world in 
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which they live, the more Utopian is likely to be the hope by which men 
sustain themselves in their daily labour. Despite the feaj of aerial bom- 
bardment, ours is predominantly an age of quietness and comfort. The 
standard of living continuously rises about us, and our s0ci.1l life is not torn 
by deep religious or political conflicts, moving men to violent solutions. We 
can therefore afford modest dreams and practicable aspirations. We do not 
need the soothing vision of a perfect society to reconcile us to a bitter distress. 

The conception of a better society, by which the broad trends of our policy 
can best be instructed, is therefore of a specific kind. We need not be con- 
tent with anything less, nor need we ask for more, than a society in which 
property as a source of social inequality is made to wither slowly away, in 
which the establishment of a rational central control has restored expansion 
and created economic stability, in which political democracy is preserved and 
perfected as a method of government, and in which children may grow, free 
from secret fear, into a sociable and happy maturity. This is what I mean 
by a more just society. An important, indeed an essential, part of it is the 
constituent principle of Socialism. Within it the common happiness of man- 
kind can be, for a long season, safely established. 

Nor need we fear that this society is far away, or difficult to achieve. 
There is nothing in it that could not be established in a single generation, 
if we had the eyes to see, and the hearts to will, this reasonable programme 
of social betterment. We have only to open our eyes and stretch out our 
hands to pluck this precious fruit from the tree of knowledge. 

I feel the conviction, ever more strongly as I grow older, that it is in this 
land, rather than in any other, that these hopes are likely to find their first 
fulfilment. We shall not be conscious of the birth in our midst of a new so- 
ciety, because we do not exercise our minds in self-analysis, or construct 
systematic social philosophies. But as I move about this island, in its quiet 
lanes and in its crowded streets, meeting people of all classes and per- 
suasions, I feel the life of a strong and quiet people about me; more deeply 
united than they realize, more creative than they ever suspect. Here, if any- 
where, the will for the common good is strong. From it and from the 
common friendliness we bear to one another we can continue to make, if 
we will, a society of which all men will be glad. 
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FREDERICK POLLOCK 


4. Socialism and the Common Law* 


1 he element of truth in Socialism is to my mind something the Common 
Law knew long before any modern Socialists were born: Monopolies are in 
principle odious, and when they arc necessary they must be under public 
control: whether the control shall be central or local, direct as in the post- 
office, or indirect by way of regulated franchises, is a matter of means and 
economic expediency (thus electric supply now seems capable of centraliza- 
tion on a great scale and with advantage, and our numerous railway com- 
panies arc now amalgamated in a few groups). Our lady the Common Law 
is a very wise old lady though she still has something to learn in telling 
what she knows. 


FRAlSaS WILLIAMS 


5. The Moral Case for Socialism 


I know of no belter definition of the moral case for socialism than tw'o 
sentences fiom the Declaration of Independence: “We hold these truths 
to be self evident, that all men are created eijual, that they are endowed by 
their Oe.iior with certain unalienable Rights, that among these are Life, 
Liberty and the pursuit of Happiness. 'I'hat to secure these rights Govern- 
ments are instituted among Men deriving their just powers from the consent 
ol the governed . , I am a socialist because I believe that only within a 
socialist society can iliese rights be assured. Socialism, like all political sys- 
tems, IS a means. Its end is a democratic .society recognizing the dignity 
of human personality aiul the uniqueness of the individual. Its specific con- 
tribution to the solution of those political problems, which arc among the 
most intiansigeni lacing mankind, arises from the belief that man is not an 
economic hut a moral being moved by ideals and aspirations more satisfy 

•I'foiu Hdlnici I'ollink I.elleu, edited bv Mark f)c Wolfe Howe (2 voI„ Harvard University 
Press. Fts ptrinisMon. 

I l-ortune. Vot. 41. (tXioUr, 1441)). Cop\ri{{ht 19411 Tunc Inc. By perinisMon, 
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ing than those of the materialist conceptions that govern the other great 
political creeds of the modern world — capitalism and Communism. 

This is the basis of the political method that the socialist believes should 
be followed in the organization of community affairs. He holds that a good 
society is possible only if it is recognized that men have a fundamental need 
to combine and cooperate. In this belief he is, it may be noted, increasingly 
supported by the researches of biologists into the nature of life. 

Capitalism, even when it outgrows its more ruthless manifestations and 
becomes benevolent and paternal, is rooted in the belief that the acquisitive 
instinct is the primary human instinct upon which a civilized community 
must depend. The socialist does not accept this profoundly skeptical and 
pessimistic view of human nature. He is no more prepared to accept 
the doctrine of economic man when it is presented to him in capitalist 
terms, than he is when it is presented to him in Communist terms. 

To the Communist, of course, the stage of economic development 
reached by society alone, as Engels said, determines its form, its political 
pattern, and its cultural development. The struggle between classes whose 
economic vantage pcjint differs is so absolute that it can only be resolved 
by force and will only be ended when the largest and least advantaged of 
all economic classes has succeeded in destroying all others. 

The socialist rejects Communism as a political method capable of achiev- 
ing the g(;od society because he cannf)t agree that economic interests, al- 
though important, arc sufficiently absolute to justify the suppression of 
political and intellectual freedom and the concentration of all power in the 
hands of those who claim, rightly or wrongly, to represent the interests of 
the largest ecoiK^mic class. Mut he equally rejects capitalism as a means 
to the good st)cicty because he observes that by denying social control over 
economic power it reduces in practice the effectiveness of the very political 
liberties it claims to defend. 

At the conclusion of the last meeting of the United States Chamber of 
Cx)mmerce, the United Press canvassed representative leaders of American 
business there present for their views on an unemployment total of over 
three million. “Unemployment is a natural and normal development of in- 
dustrial readjustment,” said one of these leaders. And a second one added, 
“Unemployment is a good thing in a dynamic free-enterprise economy.” 

Within the capitalist concept they were quite right : a system of private 
capitalism reejuires a reservoir of economically powerless and expendable 
human beings for its smooth functioning just as much as a (>)mmunist sys- 
tem requires the existence of a politically powerless and expendable mass 
for its operations. The socialist, however, is concerned not with systems but 
with human beings. He says with all the force at his command that any 
system which can so dehumanize its leaders that they can regard as “a good 
thing” the infliction upon millions of their fellows of the mental and moral 
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degradation and material suffering of unemployment — of being told by 
society that it has no use for them, that their strength and talents arc value- 
less, that they are unfit to do what it is the right of all men to do, to support 
themselves and their families by their labor — that such a system is immoral; 
because it has altogether lost sight of the true values of human life. 

I am concerned with the moral case for socialism. And that case depends, 
as I shall hope to show, upon absolute values rooted in the nature of man 
and society. Nevertheless, that case does not exist in a vacuum without re- 
lation to other systems. Socialism challenges both the alternatives current!) 
being offered to the world — Communism and capitalism — not only because 
it believes them to he misconceived in their estimate of the nature and the 
needs of man but also because of their historical records. 

CAPITALISM, ROAD TO SERFDOM 

The failure of Communism to make men free needs no documentation 
by me in these pages. Hut let us briefly consider the record of modern capi- 
talism. It has, u is true, immense material achievements to its credit. But 
since it developed out of the Industrial Revolution of the nineteenth cen- 
tury it has repealed a devastating pattern of boom and slump on a major 
scale no less than eighteen times. These recurring crises it has been able to 
solve only by the purges of bankruptcy and unemployment. It has required 
men and women to pay tribute to it by the most terrible of all submissions, 
the submission to blind economic forces generating their own crises and 
operating altogether outside the realms of logic or justice. The theoretical 
case for capitalism is that it rewards those who by their energy most de- 
serve reward. But, in fact, depressions of capitalist economy are as undis- 
criminaiing as the plague. No man can build an individual barrier against 
their devastations however honestly he labors or however worthily he 
uses his talents. 

1 he submission to “automatic” economic forces that capitalism requires 
of ordinary men and women is, in the socialist’s view, contrary to morality. 
And indeed, as the record of the interwar years showed, men and women 
arc in fact increasingly unwilling to accept unemployment and personal ruin 
as the necessary correctives of an economic system beyond their social 
control. Faced with so destructive a philosophy, many of them during those 
years turned in desperation to the even more destructive philosophies of 
Fascism and Communism. They did so because both these systems, how- 
ever specious their claims, appeared to offer economic security to, the indi- 
vidual and aftirmed in the loudest terms the right and ability of men to 
control the economic systems by which they lived. During the whole period 
of modern industrial capitalism no authoritarian dictatorship, whether of 
the left or of the right, has ever come into being in any country as the heir 
and creation of democratic socialism. The road to serfdom has always been 
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the road of capitalist economy. In every case authoritarianism has been the 
product of a system of private enterprise, sometimes highly developed as 
in Germany and northern Italy, sometimes backward in development as in 
Russia and Eastern Europe, which has failed to satisfy the legitimate right 
of all men and women to that essential background of stability without 
which all personal hopes, ambitions, and plans can be made completely 
worthless. 

It may be that, as its defenders declare, American capitalism alone among 
the great capitalisms of the modern world can succeed in solving this di- 
lemma. It may be that it can find a way to offer to all men and women not 
only that which all advanced capitalisms have been able in some degree to 
offer, a high standard of living in periods of prosperity, but also a bulwark 
against depression and a genuine hope of security against undeserved un- 
employment and poverty. It may be so. But I see little evidence of it so far. 
Nor is there in such pronouncements as those I have been quoting on the 
therapeutic of unemployment, anything to indicate even the beginnings of 
a real understanding of the nature of the human challenge capitalism has 
to meet. 

But even if — which I repeat seems to me unlikely — American capitalism 
were able to solve the problem of security that has baffled all other capital- 
ist societies; and even if, which is still more unlikely, it were able to pass on 
its solution to other capitalist societies with few oi its advantages in vast 
national resources — the moral case for socialism would still remain. 

For that case rests ultimately, as 1 stated earlier, on the belief that man is 
a moral being and not simply an economic being. The socialist case is thus 
a challenge to successful capitalism as well as to unsuccessful and is spiritual 
and in a wide sense religious in character. It is no accident that, as Prime 
Minister Attlee recently stated, “The first place in the influences that built 
up the British socialist movement must be given to religion.” Nor is it 
an accident that so many early leaders of British socialism were drawn 
from the churches and nonconformist chapels and that its present leaders 
include so many whose economic interests, taking into account the section 
of society into which they were born, gave them every reason to support the 
status quo. It was not personal economic interest but ethical compulsion 
that drove men like Attlee, Cripps, and others to try to build a more moral 
society. 


CAPITALISM AND NEUROSIS 

The moral case upon which socialism bases its claim rests on a view of 
the nature of man that denies that economic motives, although they have 
their part in affairs, are the sole or primary forces which should govern hu- 
man society or that uncontrolled coiupetition is the natural mode of human 
life. Just as the socialist believes that cooperation among nations can produce 
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a better international society than can war, so he believes that cooperation 
among individuals can produce a better national society than can economic 
war. He insists that only by recognizing the fundamental desire of the vast 
majority of men and women to c<K)peratc in solving their common social, 
political, and economic problems, and by accepting this desire as the primary 
motivation of our social organism, can we prevent society from being torn 
apart by ctiiiflicting group interests and create a pattern within which the 
whole personality of man can develop. 

I'he siKialist looking at niodern capitalist societies secs them the prey of 
a prohiund neurosis. Their emphasis on a purely materialist standard of 
achievement, their insistence — inherent in the economic ideology that gov- 
erns them — on competitive success as proof of character, so that men go 
through their lives hagridden by the fear that they may fail in almost the 
(iiily test of manhood socially acceptable, that of the ability to earn a high 
inconv -all these coniine human personality within a framework so rigid 
and so mutilating that the true values of civilization and the true warmths 
and generosities of human fellowship arc lost. There is nothing so pitiable 
as the man who has no standards other than crudely material ones. Yet 
modern uipitalism by its nature, by the credo at the heart of its philosophy, 
increasingly imposes these standards upon all men. Civilization is sick be- 
cause the men and women who compose it are sick: forced into a mode 
of life unnatural to them and inimical to the profounder stirrings of the 
human spirit. 

1 do not think it is possible to look at American society, which is the 
product of modern capitalism at its most successful, without being made 
aware of the sircs.ses and conflicts im{w>sed upon men and women by the 
insistence upon materialist competitive success as the primary lest of hu- 
man value, d'he point of no return to which the salesman’s philosophy 
brings those who give themselves w'holly to the capitalist dream is not re- 
assuring. 

I am a visitor from a socialist country which is thought by many, be- 
cause of the austerities that war and the change in international economic 
circumstances have imposed, to be a gray society and one hedged in with 
restrictions and controls. Yet I hope I shall be forgiven if I say that I am 
more conscious of .strain and anxiety in American .society than in British 
society. And of something perhaps more surprising — a .sense of being im- 
prisoned, confined within a [lattcrn that has no mercy upon the noncon- 
formi.st and dictates what it is socially acceptable to eat, to wear, to read, to 
say, to think and above all to .set as one’s professional goal — to an extent 
that is not true of any Kuropean country I know. This dictation, this mold- 
ing of the individual to a conventionally acceptable type, is not less signifi- 
cant nor less frightening because it is not the dictation of a man or of a 
group of men but of a philosophy. This philosophy sees people, as the be- 
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liever in the capitalist thesis must, primarily as economic beings, as mass 
producers and mass consumers and as mass seekers afrer a social approval 
which is to be secured only by those who accept the standards of success that 
this philosophy lays down. I do not think this conformist pattern comes easily 
to American men and women— which is no doubt why neurosis seems to be 
assuming (if one can judge by newspaper reports, medical warnings, and 
what appears to be an almost universal preoccupation with digestion) the 
stature of a national disease. It is indeed contrary to what is best in that great 
American tradition of freedom, of individuality — of eccentricity even — and 
of goodneighborliness, to which the entire world owes so much. And it is 
even contrary to human nature; for that nature, we know, is infinitely vari- 
able. Indeed, it has much more exciting goals to seek than the well-appointed 
penitentiary of the economic man to which the pessimistic philosophy of 
competitive capitalism would lead us, under the neon lights and past the 
minatory advertisements. 

ARE MEN LIKE DONKEYS.? 

The moral case for socialism is simply that it is based on a philosophy of 
optimism about human nature, just as democracy is. That is. indeed, why 
it is the natural culmination of the democratic idea and why, if one is to 
be genuinely a democrat, one ought also to be a socialist. 

The democratic idea, which in its modern form is quite a new idea as 
political philosophies go, was a break with the past. This is true in the sense 
that it was an affirmation of faith in the ordinary man: in his ability to 
govern himself better than he could be governed by any hereditary or self- 
appointed ruler. And the democratic idea was also a revolutionary idea be- 
cause it said that, however much men might differ in their individual talents 
and abilities, they were equals in their membership in a common so- 
ciety. It thus sought to transmit into the political sphere the Christian ethic 
of the uniqueness of the human personality and of the value of the indi- 
vidual — a value that is not to be judged solely by the standards of worldly 
success, but rather one by whose light all men are seen as equal in their 
common humanity. 

It was opposed by many men of intelligence and good will as well as by 
many others of less estimable character, simply because they could not bring 
themselves to believe that ordinary men possessed this capacity to manage 
their own affairs decently, or that government by majority could be other 
than government directed by the lowest common denominator of human 
credulity and passion. They were ready to do everything for the people but 
trust them. 

The socialist, imbued with the same faith in the ordinary human being 
as that possessed by the early democrat, seeks to widen the democratic do- 
main. He does not accept the skeptical or the pessimistic view of human 
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nature, which is the basis of the capitalist dependence upon economic self- 
interest and which holds that men, like donkeys, will not move unless they 
are alternately induced to do so by a carrot and driven to do so by a stick. 

Nor docs he accept the equally skeptical and pessimistic view, from which 
the capitalist theory of government flows, that men are unable to act wisely 
together in matters of major community concern or to elect representatives 
who will be honest and public-spirited in administering affairs, and that a 
government is the natural enemy of its citizens. Since he holds this view, it 
is natural that the advocate of capitalism as a political theory should believe 
that power cannot be tamed and must be dispersed. In his view a number 
of great corporations, wielding power uncontrolled by any authority other 
than tlie economic self-interest of their shareholders and managers, are less 
dangerous than one Department of State subject to the constant scrutiny of 
the legislature and the constant pressure of the public opinion of the elector- 
ate. 

The socialist believes, however, that in matters of community concern the 
community is the best judge. Moreover, he holds that, as the quite short 
history of democratic government has shown, it is in fact able, within the 
framework of the democratic political method, to control its elected admin- 
istrators and so ensure that the power delegated to them is used for the 
public good. 

I'he business of supporting ourselves on this planet by using to the best 
advantages the natural rc.sources with which it is endowed is not, to the 
socialist, an end in itself — as it is to those who hold to the capitalist theory 
as though it were a religion — but a means to an end. It is something to be 
solved in order that man may get on with the adventures of the soul and 
intellect, which are his real busine.ss. The socialist economic pattern derives 
from this belief, d'hat is why it puts economic security and social service as 
a first charge upon natural resources and gives to the government, as the 
elected agent of the community, control over those commanding heights of 
economic jiower that can shape national destinies. 

In applying it, the socialist m.ikes an assumption that is no less and no 
more revolutionary than that which was made by the first adherents of po- 
litical democracy. It is that incentives other than those of private interest 
can effectively govern economic affairs, that human beings will work to- 
gether and give what is best in them because they feel themselves members 
of .1 social partnership of whose purposes they approve, and that there is a 
positive value in cooperation and in human fellowship No doubt such 
an assumption has its attendant risks. Many decry it. Rut the search for a 
nobler harmony in life than that of the competition of the market place 
runs like a golden thread through all human history. It is to the adventure 
of that search that socialism summons those who have faith in the nature 
of man. 
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JAWAHARLAL NEHRU 


6. Democracy, Communism, Socialism, and CapUtdism* 


The basic fact of today is the tremendous pace of change in human life. In 
my own life I have seen amazing changes, and I am sure that in the course 
of the life of the next generation these changes will be even greater, if human- 
ity is not overwhelmed and annihilated by an atomic war. , 

Nothing is so remarkable as the progressive conquest of understanding of 
the physical world by the mind of man today. While there has been this 
conquest of external conditions, there is at the same time the strange spectacle 
of a lack of moral fiber and of self-control in man as a whole. Conquering 
the physical world, he fails to conquer himself. 

That is the tragic paradox of this atomic and sputnik age. The fact that 
nuclear tests continue even though it is well recognized that they are very 
harmful in the present and in the future, the fact that all kinds of weapons 
of mass destruction arc being produced and piled up even though it is uni- 
versally recognized that their use may well exterminate the human race, 
brings out this paradox with startling clarity. Science is advancing far beyond 
the comprehension of a very great part of the human race and posing prob- 
lems which most of us are incapable of understanding, much less of solving. 
Hence the inner conflict and tumult of our times. On the one side, there is 
this great and overpowering progress in science and technology and their 
manifold consequences, and, on the other, a certain mental exhaustion of 
civilization itself. 

Religion comes into conflict with rationalism. The disciplines of religion 
and social usage fade away without giving place to other disciplines, moral 
or spiritual. Religion, as practiced, either deals with matters rather unrelated 
to our normal lives, and thus adopts an ivory tower attitude, or is allied to 
certain social usages which do not fit in with the present age. Rationalism, 
on the other hand, with all its virtues, somehow appears to deal with the 
surface of things, without uncovering the inner core. Science itself has arrived 
at the stage when vast new possibilities and mysteries loom ahead. Matter 
and energy and spirit seem to overlap. 

The old civilizations, with the many virtues that they possess, have 

*TAe New Leader (September 8, 1958). By permission. 
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obviously proved inadequate. The new Western civilization, with all its 
triumphs and achievements as well as its atomic bombs, also appears inade- 
quate, and therefore the feeling grows that there is something wrong with 
our civilization. 

Communism comes in the wake of this disillusionment and offers some 
kind of faith and some kind of discipline. To some extent it fills the vacuum. 
It succeeds in some measure in giving a content to man’s life. But, in spite of 
its apparent success, it fails — partly because of its rigidity, but even more srj 
because it ignores certain essential needs of human nature. There is much 
talk in Q)mmunism of the contradictions of capitalist society, and there is 
truth in that analysis. But we see the growing contradictions within the rigid 
framework of (>)mmunism itself. Its su|>ervision of individual freedom brings 
alx)ut powerful reactions. Its contempt for what might be called the moral 
and spiritual side of life not only ignores something that is basic in man but 
also deprives human l)ehavior of standards and values. Its unfortunate asso- 
ciation with violence encourages a certain evil tendency in human beings. 

1 have the greatest admiration for many of the achievements of the Soviet 
Union. Among these great achievements is the value attached to the child 
and the comm<Mi man. I'heir systems of education and health are probably 
the best in the world. But it is said — and rightly — ^that there is suppression 
of individual freedom there. And yet the spread of education in all its forms 
is itself a tremendous liberating force which ultimately will not tolerate that 
suppression of freedom. This, again, is another contradiction. Unfortunately, 
('ommunism became too closely associated with the necessity for violence 
and thus the idea which it placed before the world became a tainted one. 
We see here the powerful influence of wrong means and methods. 

(Communism charges the capitalist structure of society with being based on 
violence anti class conflict. I think this is essentially correct, though that 
Cjgiitalist structure itself has undergone and is continually undergoing a 
change because of demtKratic and other struggles against inequality. The 
question is how to get riil of this and have a classless society with equal 
op|X)rtunities for all. 

Can this be achieved through methods of violence, or is it possible to bring 
about those changes through peaceful methods.^ Communism has definitely 
allied itself to the approach of violence. Even if it does not indulge normally 
in physical violence, its language is that of violence, its thought is violent 
and it does not seek to change by (lersuasion or peaceful democratic pressures 
but by coercion and, indeed, by destruction and extermination. Fascism has 
all these evil aspects of violence and extermination in their grossest forms and 
at the same time has no acceptable idea. 

This is completely opposed to the peaceful approach which Gandhi taught 
us. Communists as well as anti-Communists both seem to imagine that a 
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principle can only be stoutly defended by the language cf violence and by 
condemning those who do not accept it. For both of them there are no shades, 
there is only black and white. That is the old approach of the bigoted aspects 
of some religions. It is not the approach of tolerance, of feeling that perhaps 
others might also have some share of the truth. Sfieakiiig of myself, I find 
this approach wholly unscientific, unreasonable and uncivilized, whether it 
is applied in the realm of religion or economic theory or anything else. 

But whatever we may think about it, we have arrived at a stage in the 
world when an attempt of forcible imposition of ideas on any large section 
of people is bound ultimately to fail. In present circumstances, this will lead 
to war and tremendous destruction. There will be no victory, only defeat 
for everyone. We have seen in the last year or two that it is not easy for even 
great powers to reintroduce colonial control over territories which have re- 
cently become independent. This was exemplified by the Suez incident in 
1956. Also, what happened in Hungary demonstrated that the desire for 
national freedom is stronger even than any ideology and cannot ultimately 
be suppressed. What happened in Hungary was not essentially a conflict 
between Oimmunism and anti-Communism. It represented nationalism 
striving for freedom from foreign control. 

Thus, violence cannot possibly lead today to a solution of any major 
problem, because violence has become much too terrible and destructive. 

If the society we aim at cannot be brought about by big-scale violence, will 
small-size violence help.? Surely not. Partly because that itself may lead to 
big-scale violence and partly because it produces an atmosphere of conflict 
and of disruption. It is absurd to imagine that out of the conflict the socially 
progressive forces are b<jund to win. In (Jermaiiy, both the Communist party 
and the Social Democratic party were swept away by Hitler. This may well 
happen in other countries, too. In India, any appeal to violence is particularly 
dangerous, because of its inherent disruptive character. We have too many 
fissiparous tendencies for us to take risks. But all these are relatively minor 
considerations. The basic thing, I believe, is that wrong means will not lead 
to right results and that this is no longer merely an ethical doctrine but a 
practical proposition. 

It is often said that there is a sense of frustration and depression in India, 
and that the old buoyancy of spirit is not to be found at a time when en- 
thusiasm and hard work are most needed. I’his is not merely in evidence in 
our country. It is, in a sense, a world phenomenon. In our efforts to insure 
material prosperity, we have not paid any attention to the spiritual element 
in human nature. We talk of a welfare state and of democracy and socialism. 
They arc good concepts, but they hardly convey a clear and unambiguous 
meaning. Democracy and socialism are means to an end, not the end itself. 
We talk of the good of society. Is this something apart from and transcending 
the good of the individuals composing it.? If the individual is ignored and 
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sacrificed (or what is considered the good of society, is that the right objective 
to have ? 

The individual should not be so sacrificed. Indeed, real social progress 
will come only when an opportunity is given to the individual to develop, 
provided “the individual” is not a selected group but comprises the whole 
community. The touchstone should be how far any political or social theory 
enables the individual to rise above his petty self and think in terms of the 
gfK)d of all. 

In a sense, every country, whether it is capitalist, socialist or Communist, 
accepts the ideal of a welfare state. Capitalism, in a few countries at least, 
has achieved this common welfare to a very large extent, though it is far 
from having solved its own problems and there is a basic lack of something 
vital. Democracy, allied to capitalism, has undoubtedly toned down many of 
its evils and, in fact, is dilTcrent now from what it was a generation or two 
ago. In industrially advanced countries, there has been a continuous and 
steady upward trend of economic development. Even the terrible losses of the 
world wars have not prevented this trend, insofar as these highly developed 
countries are concerned. Further, this economic development has spread— 
though in varying degrees— to all classes. 

This does not apply to countries which are not industrially developed. 
Indeed, m those countries the struggle for development is very difficult and 
sometimes, in spite of the efforts made, economic inequalities not only remain 
but lend to become worse. Normally speaking, it may be said that the forces 
of a capitalist society, if left unchecked, tend to make the rich richer and the 
poor poorer and thus increase the gap between them. This applies to coun- 
tries, as well as to groups or regions or classes within countries. Various 
democratic processes interfere with these normal trends. Capitalism itself 
has, therefore, developed some socialistic features, even though its major 
aspects remain. 

- Socialism, of course, deliberately wants to interfere with normal processes, 
and thus not only adds to the productive forces but lessens inequalities. But 
what is scKialism.-’ Some people probably think of socialism vaguely just as 
something which docs good and aims at equality. That docs not take us very 
far. Socialism is basically a different approach from that of capitalism, though 
1 think it is true that the wide gap between them tends to lessen, because 
many of the ideas of scKialism are gradually incorporated even in the capi- 
talist structure. Socialism is, after all, not only a way of life but a certain 
scientific approach m social and economic problems. If socialism is introduced 
in a backward and underdeveloped country, it docs not suddenly make it 
any less backward. In fact, we then have a backward and poverty-stricken 
socialism. 

Unfortunately, many of the political aspects of Communism have tended 
to distort our vision of socialism. Also, the technique of struggle evolved by 
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Communism has given violence* a predominant part. Socialism should, there- 
fore, be considered apart from these political elements or the inevitability of 
violence. It tells us that the general character of social, political and intellec- 
tual life in a society is governed by its productive resources so that, if they 
change and develop, so the life and thinking of the community change. 

Imperialism or colonialism suppressed and suppresses progressive and social 
forces. Inevitably, it aligns itself with certain privileged groups or classes, be- 
cause it is interested in preserving a social and economic status quo. Even 
after a country has become independent, it may continue to be economically 
dependent on other countries. This kind of thing is euphemistically called 
“having close cultural and economic ties.” 

Without utilizing the modern methods which have brought great material 
advance to some countries of the West, we remain poor — and, what is more, 
tend to become poorer, because of the pressure of an increasing population. 
I do not see any way out of our vicious circle of poverty except by utilizing 
the new techniques and sources of power which science has placed at our 
disposal. But in doing so we should not forget the basic human element and 
the fact that our objective is individual improvement and the lessening of 
inequalities; and we must not forget the ethical and spiritual aspects of life 
which are ultimately basic to culture and civilization and which have given 
some meaning to life. 

It must be remembered that it is not by some magic adoption of socialist 
or capitalist method that poverty suddenly leads to riches. The only way is 
through hard work, by increasing the productivity of the nation and organ- 
izing an equitable distribution of its products. It is a lengthy and difficult 
process. In a poorly developed country, the capitalist method offers no chance. 
It is only through a planned approach on socialistic lines that steady progress 
can be attained, though even that will take time. As this process continues, 
the texture of our life and thinking gradually changes. 

Planning is essential, because otherwise we waste our resource.s, which are 
very limited. Planning does not mean a mere collection of projects or schemes, 
but a thought-out approach to strengthening the base and the pace of progress 
so that the community advances on all fronts. In India, we have a terrible 
problem of extreme poverty in certain large regions, apart from the general 
poverty of the country. We always have a difficult choice before us: whether 
to concentrate on production by itself in .selected and favorable areas, thus 
temporarily ignoring the poor areas, or to try and develop backward areas 
at the same time, so as to lessen the inequalities between regions. A balance 
must be struck and an integrated national plan evolved. That national plan 
need not and, indeed, should not have rigidity. It need not be based on any 
dogma, but should rather take existing facts into consideration. It may— and, 
I think, in present-day India it should — encourage private enterprise in many 
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fields, though even that private enterprise must necessarily fit in with the 
national plan and have such controls as are considered necessary. 

The problems that India faces are, to some extent, common to other coun- 
tries, but— much more so— there arc new problems for which we have-not got 
parallels or historical precedents elsewhere. What has happened in the past 
in the industrially advanced countries has little bearing on us today. As a 
matter of fact, the countries that arc advanced today were economically 
better off than India today, in terms of pcr-capita income, before their indus- 
trialization began. Western economics, therefore, though helpful, have little 
bearing on our present-day problems. So also have Marxist economics, which 
arc in many ways out of date, even though they throw a considerable light 
on economic processes. We thus have to do our own thinking, profiting by 
the example of others but essentially trying to find a path for ourselves suited 
to our own conditions. 

In considering these economic aspects of our problems, we have always to 
remember the basic approach of peaceful means; and perhaps we might also 
keep in view the old Vedantic ideal of the life-force which is the inner base 
of everything that exists. 


R. H. S. CROSSMAN 


7. SocialUm ami the New Deapotism* 


I. REACTION AGAINST LABOUR 

Why has labour been losing the support of thoughtful independent voters 
since 1950? 

If we were merely witnessing a change of fashion from the Leftism of the 
1930’s, this question would not worry us unduly. In that decade, a large 
number of intellectuals, who had no serious interest in democratic Socialism, 
were swept into Labour politics by the emotional tide of the Spanish war. 
That they have drifted back into non-political indifference need disturb 

• From R. H. S. Grossman, M.P., Socialism and the Neiv Despotism (Fabian Society, ios6) 
By permission. 
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nobody. But what is happening tcKiay is something far more serious. Despite 
the record of the Labour Government, more and more serious-minded people 
are having second thoughts about what once seemed to them the obvious 
advantages of central planning and the extension of State ownership. 

Among the factors which have antagonised them, I would list— 

(1) the experience of negative and frustrating war-time controls, pro- 
longed for years after the fighting was over; and in particular the impres- 
sion, fostered by its enemies, that the Labour Party regarded the ration card 
not as a temporary expedient but as a permanent feature of a fair-shares 
economy; 

(2) the discovery that the Labour Government’s ‘Socialism’ meant the 
establishment of a number of vast, bureaucratic public corporations, which 
failed to fulfil the two essential requirements of Socialism, namely, that a 
State-owned industry should be fully responsible to Parliament and give a 
share of management to its workers; 

(3) the uneasy suspicion that the social revolution of which Socialists 
have talked was actually leading not to a freer but to a managerial society; 
and 

(4) the conviction, heightened by years of cold war propaganda, that 
complete socialisation, as practised in the Soviet Union, has degenerated 
into a totalitarian State, in which the loss of civil liberties is not counter- 
balanced by the eradication of inequalities. These seem to me to be some, 
at least, of the factors which are driving liberal-minded people to-day to 
adopt views which, even eight years ago, they would have dismissed as 
black reaction. 

Can we find a common characteristic in these four factors.^ I think we can. 
What brought people into the Labour Party before the war was the con- 
viction that it was fighting the battle for popular emancipation at home and 
abroad. What inclined them towards Socialism was the belief that democracy 
was breathing down and that freedom could only be secured by transforming 
it into a Socialist society. It was this assumption which converted a whole 
University generation, who would have been ardent Liberals in /906, into 
ardent Socialists during the great depression; and it was the growth of doubt 
about its validity which has disillusioned them in the i^^o's. 

IS A SLUMP INEVITABLE? 

This doubt was brought home to me in August, 1955, when I attended the 
Congress for Cultural Freedom at Milan. There 1 had the pleasure of meet- 
ing John K. Galbraith, the author of the most arresting study of modern 
American capitalism. We were discussing the problem which confronts the 
American Fair Dealer in working out a convincing policy for the Democratic 
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candidate in the forthcoming Presidential election; and it struck me at once 
that the difficulty which Galbraith, Arthur Schlesinger, junior, and others 
like them face in tlic United States is not unlike that of the Labour Party 
Executive. Their clothes have been stolen by the Eisenhower Republicans, 
just as ours have been by the Butleritcs. 

Galbraith said to me, ‘There’s an awkward thought which lurks at the 
back of our minds. Ikith the American Liberal and the British Socialist in 
the 19^0’s assun^ed that capitalism was not only immoral but unworkable; 
it was a system which must destroy itself because of its own inherent weak- 
nesses. And this meant that, in your British philosophy, a Socialist revolution 
was not only desirable but inevitable. Now suppose that a.ssumption is not 
true. Would that not mean the snapping of the mainspring of the Labour 
Party.?’ 

In response to this challenge, I propose to pull this ugly thought out of its 
dark corner in the back of your minds. 

KEYNES VINDICATED 

Since 1945 the evidence, both from the United States and from this country 
and Western Eurojie, .seems to suggest that, in.slead of being the most diffi- 
cult and fundamental problem of We.stern society, mass unemployment is 
something which can be dealt with relatively easily by any Government which 
under.staiuls the economic system and has the right instruments for con- 
trolling it and manipulating it. There is still room for argument about these 
instruments. Are credit contraction and credit expansion — combined with 
the right Inidgctaiy policy — sufficient.^ Or are phy.sical controls necessary as 
wclP But these are secondary questions — disputes about tactics rather than 
strategy. What Socialists have to decide is whether John Maynard Keynes 
was right in as.serting that the new capitalism has developed into a work- 
able system — provitled that it is worked intelligently. 

1 am not an economist and I am not here concerned with the strictly 
economic controversy. What matters to me are the basic assumptions about 
the nature of Western society which a Socialist .should accept. 

You will remember Keynes’s picture. The way he proposed to deal with 
mass unemployment was to dig a very deep shaft, bury millions of bank- 
notes at the bottom of it and then pay wages to workers for digging the 
bank notes out again. There, he said, is the simple method of resolving the 
inherent contradiction of capitalism. Whether the work is socially useful or 
socially useless is of secondary importance: what matters is the provision of 
work. Hitler and Schacht were the first people to demonstrate this, when 
they used an arms programme, fiscal controls and bilateral trade treaties to 
produce a full -employment economy in Germany. And we should not forget 
that the New Dealers did not succeed in abolishing mass unemployment in 
the United States until the war and the arms programme came along. So. 
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too, when the Germans invaded France, there were still 843,000 unemployed 
in this country. It was only at this point that the British Government 
was stimulated to indulge in the arms expenditure which absorbed all the 
unemployed. 

It is high time you pulled this thought out of the back of your minds 
and had the courage to think it through to its final consequences. I believe 
that Keynes has shown this particular kind of pessimism about the Western 
economy to be unfounded. It is not an inherently unworkable society, but 
a workable society which is appallingly wasteful of human and material 
resources and which contains gross injustices. Only when we have frankly 
admitted this can we begin to think sensibly about the next stage of Socialism. 

THE CONSEQUENCES 

Why do so many Socialists hesitate to accept this? After all, we detest 
the denial of freedom in a Communist State, and it should be a vast relief 
for a democratic Socialist to realise that there is no need for totalitarian gov- 
ernment control in order to abolish mass unemployment. 

One reason for our hesitation is a practical one. It was difficult enough to 
persuade people to become Socialists when we could tell them that capitalism 
is not only immoral but also unworkable. Will it not be much more difficult, 
we ask, to persuade the majority of our countrymen that a workable system 
must be changed, simply because it is immoral and unjust? Don’t most 
people care more about security than they do about social justice and equality? 
If welfare capitalism can provide the majority with security, how can we ever 
persuade them to prefer Socialism ? 

The doubts awakened by these questions have, I think, been accentuated 
by our experience of the mixed economy established by the Labour (jovern- 
ment between 1945 and 1950. If we are honest, we must admit to ourselves 
that it was the least dogmatically St)cialist parts of what the Labour (Jov 
ernment did which were most popular and which worked be.st. What we 
describe as the Welfare State has been immensely successful and immensely 
popular, whereas nationalisation has not changed the lives of the workers 
in the industries affected in the way they expected. 

It has been a disappointment to the trade union movement. The Socialist 
planner may envisage a future in which there are added to the Coal Board, 
the British Electricity Authority and the Transport Commission forty or 
fifty other Boards of the same type, imposed on other industries. But would 
this prospect, if presented to the public, win votes for Labt)ur or reawaken 
the enthusiasm of the trade union movement? 1 suspect that we all know 
the answer to this question. It would not. If that is all that stxrialism means, 
the people of this country will reject it. 

I put some of the.se problems to a Fabian Summer School at Oxfirrd in 
1955, and we had some of the best discussions 1 have ever heard. Mo.st of the 



620 CAPITALISM, SOCIALISM, WELFARE STATE 

younger Fabians there agreed on one thing. They said to me, ‘If you are 
going to have Socialism and a planned economy, why not make a real job 
of it.!^ Why be content with this half-baked mixed economy and why imagine 
that you will rouse the Labour movement from its lethargy by proposing that 
the next Labour Government should nationalise two or three more indus- 
tries? For heaven’s sake, make up your minds on the National Executive. 
If yf)U are still Socialists, go for it one hundred per cent.’ I had anticipated 
that this would be the reaction, and 1 had taken the precaution of asking 
A. ]. F. Taylor to come to the scht)ol. He listened to these younger Fabians 
and then he said, ‘Very well, my friends, answer me one question. If you 
really believe all that, why don’t you join the Communist Party? If you want 
one hundred per cent Socialism, what’s wrong with the Soviet Union?’ 
They could not give much of an answer to A. J. P. Taylor’s question. They 
wanted one hundred per cent Socialism — but they didn’t want the Soviet 
system. 


THE WORST OF BOTH WORLDS 

All the week we roamed rtiund the problem, until we began to have the 
feeling that maybe the Hruish people is now getting the worst of both worlds. 
Under the mixed economy now carried on by the Conservatives what wc 
have is not monopoly (a market <lominated by a single mammoth concern), 
but oligopoly (a market dominated by a very few mammoth concerns). In 
Hritain this oligopoly is protected by a vast, bureaucratic State and so starved 
of the competition which, according to Mr. Galbraith, produces the new 
ecjinlibrium in American society. The recognition that Britain is now falling 
between the two stools of full Socialist planning and a modern American 
Keynesianism is, 1 believe, another reason for the disillusionment of the 
independent Labour voter. 

Both the American and the Russian systems are working far better than 
anyone ex}>ccted twenty years ago. Even more important they are working 
far better than the British system either under Labour or under Tory man- 
agement. That is why not merely intellectual sceptics but a good many loyal 
Labour Party supporters arc beginning to wonder whether there is any third 
way between these two great systems. Are the only alternatives left to the 
Socialist in the 1950’s cither to watch Mr. Macmillan bring the British mixed 
economy into line with the American system or else to join the Communist 
Party? 


II. THE AGE OF OLIGOPOLY 

I'hesc doubts can only be removed by re-thinking the foundations of our 
Socialism. 

Surely it is time to rect)gnisc that Socialism cannot and should not be 
based on any particular economic theory. Judged by the standards of pre- 
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diction and verification, economics is still very far from being a science. To 
rate it at its highest, it is a technique, combined with historical analysis. 
Moreover, those who based the case for Socialism on the inherent contra- 
dictions of the capitalist system were departing from the tradition of British 
Radicalism and introducing a foreign element into the philosophy of our 
Labour Movement. Labour s real dynamic has always been a moral protest 
against social injustice, not an intellectual demonstration that capitalism is 
bound to collapse; a challenge to capitalist privilege, not a proof that those 
privileges must inevitably be replaced by a classless society. Keynesianism may 
have undermined the old-fashioned economic case for Socialism, but it has 
left the political and moral case for it completely unaffected. 

That case was formulated in its classic form by Professor R. H. Tawney. 
He showed that Parliamentary democracy will only become a fully effective 
guarantor of individual freedom when it is combined with social control of 
economic power. Power, he argued, always degenerates into privilege when 
those who hold it are accountable to no one but themselves. In a democracy, 
therefore, those who own or manage the means of production must be made 
responsible to a popularly elected Government, and the most effective way 
to do this is to substitute public for private ownership of large-scale industries. 
Tawney’s case for Socialism was not that it is easier to work than the 
acquisitive society but that it is morally superior-— and politically essential 
to the realisation of freedom. 

MAKING POWER RESPONSIBLE 

Has Tawney’s denunciation of the acquisitive society become less relevant 
in the last thirty years? On the contrary. One of the main post-war features 
of the Western world has been the steady concentration of economic power 
in the hands of the managerial class, whose responsibility to their share- 
holders is now purely titular. In Tawney’s sense, the men who run our great 
industries to-day form an irresponsible oligarchy; and the degree of public 
control we have achieved is quite inadequate to ensure that they are in any 
sense accountable to the community. 

The first tasf^ of Socialism, therefore, in the i^So’s must be to expose this 
growth of irresponsible power; to challenge this new managerial oligarchy; 
to show that its monopolistic — or oligopolistic— privileges are a threat to 
democracy and to demand that it should become not the master but the 
servant of the nation. 

At this point, however, we must drag out another of those doubts which 
are lurking in the dark corner of our minds. We say that we must denounce 
great concentrations of irresponsible power. But are they all on one side 
of industry? Is it only the privately owned companies which threaten our 
freedom ? 

The Labour Party has declared that Imperial Chemical Industries is ripe 
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for nationalisation because it is a private monopoly. But when I look at the 
('oal Hoard (a public corporation), what strikes me is that it shares certain 
characteristics with I.(M. Under its constitution the Coal Board must pay 
the same kind <jf attention to its balance sheet as any private corporation. 
It caniifU pursue an unorthodox price ptdicy. based on the national interest. 
It is certainly not full) accountable to Parliament and the degree of workers’ 
particijiation in management which it has achieved is not markedly higher 
than in a progressive cfjmpany. As for the technician and the scientist, they 
may actually feel more frustrated under the rule of the accountants, ex-civil 
servants, e\ generals and ex-tiade union officials who compose the Board of 
a nationalised industry than they did under private enterprise. Nationalisa- 
tion, in its present stage, has certain solid economic advantages, including 
Ciovernment control of tlie capital investment and the hrtiad lines of policy 
of the nationalised industries. Mr)reover, it is a stabilising factor, since it 
eliminates those imreases in unearned incomes and capital gains which 
provoke wage demands and stimulate inflation. But it is very far from the 
kiiul of Socialism envisaged in 1 awney's Accjitisitive Society. It is only the 
first step towards our goal. 

S'fATE BUREAUCRACY 

Moreover, these oligojnilists -.some in charge of nationalised and some of 
private indued ies do not comprise the whole of the managerial society, 
'riiere is also the State hitreaucracy to contend with; and here too the old 
distinctions between public and private enterprise are becoming blurred. Of 
coui.se, the orthodox lory still instinctivelv suspects any Ciovernment De- 
partment of over staffing and muddle; and instinctively assumes that I.C.l. 
is a model of individual initiative and business efficiency. Unfortunately the 
loyal Lahoui supporter is far Um) inclined to believe that his Socialist loyalty 
rei|iiircs him to say the exact reverse. He believes that, whereas large-scale 
private enterpiise is a threat t«) f'reed(»m, the Slate must he ‘a good thing.’ 

Aitiiiilly. thv y^rnwth of ti i'a<t. ccntruhuul State bureaucracy constitutes a 
j^riu'c potential threat to social ileniocraey. I he idea that we are being disloyal 
to our Sodali.^t principles if ue attach, tt excesses or defend the individual 
again <t its incipient despotism is a fallacy . 

Here again, 'I'awney's principle is relevant. Our aim is to enlarge freedom 
by making iho.se who control great concentrations of power fully accountable 
to the people. But that must apply to the Chiefs of Staff or the Milk Market- 
ing Board (»r the Naiu)nal .Assistance Boartl or the Foreign Office as well as 
to the Directors of I.C.l. I'or the Socialist, as much as for the Liberal, the 
State Leviathan is a necessary evil; and the fact that part of the Civil Service 
now ailministcrs a Welfare Slate does not remove the threat to freedom 
which the twentieth-century concentration of power has produced. It is the 
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gigantic size of the modern unit of organisation, whether in industry, in the 
press, in the armed services or in the Welfare State, which presents the citi- 
zens of an advanced Western nation to-day with the choice between accepting 
the inroads on freedom of an increasingly managerial society or risl(ing the 
advance towards a fully Socialist society. 

Let me try to sum up the conclusions we have so far reached. 

(1) The probability suggested by John Maynard Keynes that Western 
capitalism is no longer bound by its own inherent contradictions to collapse 
in ruins, may well demand a radical rethinking of classic G>mmunist theory 
in order to bring- it into tine with Russian practice. It presents neither a theo- 
retical nor a moral problem to the democratic Socialist. 

Our Socialism is based on the traditional Radical demand for a society o£ 
free and equal citizens, reinforced by the empirical postulate that great con- 
centrations of power become a menace to freedom and equality unless they 
are subjected to public control. If the Western economies continue to expand 
without more than minor recessions, that expansion will bring with it an 
intensification of the oligopoly which provides the Socialist with the justi- 
fication for imposing democratic controls on these vast aggregates of eco- 
nomic power. If, on the other hand, the Americans are unintelligent and let 
themselves drift into a slump, then we shall be faced with a crisis in which 
the case for Socialism scarcely needs to be argued in rational terms. 

(2) Since our Socialism is based on the nioral demand for greater equality 
and an enlargement of freedom, and postulates that irresponsible power cor- 
rupts, the Socialist must be courageous enough to admit that the evils of 
oligopoly are not limited to the private sector of the economy. Public cor- 
porations and Departments of State can also exhibit managerialist tendencies, 
favour inequality and become a threat to freedom. If it is to appeal to the 
younger generation. Socialism must challenge power which is either irre- 
sponsible or only semi-responsible— in whatever hands that power rests. 

III. THE ROLE OF NATIONALISATION 

The conclusion 1 reach is that we must not expect the initiative for the next 
stage of Socialism to come either from the Co-operative Movement or from 
the leadership of the trade unions. 

It is, of course, essential for the Labour Party to retain the confidence of 
its two main allies. But it would be unrealistic to overlook the fact that both 
have now become esublished institutions, with deep roots in the existing 
social order, and display for this reason a quite natural reluctance to accept 
any radical change which seems inimical to their own interests. The dynamic 
of change today must be found in the Socialist membership of the Labour 
Party, or nowhere else. 

That dynamic, I believe, will only become really elective if we ground our 
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Socialist case not only on economic arguments about increased productivity 
and improved living standards but also on the defence of personal freedom 
and personal responsibility in a managerial society. From this point of view 
the case for Socialism can be stated very simply. Since the process of power 
concentration is inevitable in a modern economy, the only alternatives are 
cither u> permit the oligopolists to dominate the community or to subject 
them to public control. 

At this point, h()wcvcr, I must insert one reservation. There docs exist 
another possible way of dealing with oligopoly. Instead of socialising the 
economy, the attempt could be made to break up the concentrations of power, 
or at least to ensure that they were subject to genuine competition. This, of 
course, is the tradition of American democracy, with its anti-trust legislation. 
I'hcrc the trade union movement is violently but quite rationally opposed to 
the concepts of Socialism and central planning because it believes that the 
worker’s freedom and living standards can best be safeguarded by inde- 
pendent trade union action in a keenly competitive society. I mention this 
American philosophy only in order to remind you that it is inapplicable to 
Mritain. In the fir.st place, Hritain is tex) small. And, secondly, British capi- 
talists arc as afraid as British trade unions of genuinely competitive free 
enterprise. '1 he only democratic alternative to Socialism, therefore, is ruled 
out in Britain by the need for enforced standardisation and by the restrictive 
practices which have characterised both sides of our industry for a genera- 
tion. However much Oinscrvatives may talk about their belief in the virtues 
of free enterprise, the Tory Government has done little to stimulate it since 

In liritain we are faced with the following dilemma. Since the abuses of 
oligopoly cannot be checked by free competition, the only way to enlarge 
freedom and achieve a full democracy is to subject the economy to public 
control. Yet the State bureaucracy itself is one of those concentrations of 
power which threaten our freedom. If we increase its authority still further, 
shall we not be endangering the liberties we are trying to defend? 

'I'his dilemma is inherent in the nature of the modern, highly industrialised 
community. It is not, as is often suggested, exclusively a dilemma for Social- 
ists; it faces every democratic Government, whatever its complexion. 

CONSERVATIVES DEFEND PRIVATE POWER 

The Conservative solution is to concentrate attention on the threat of 
State despotism (Crichel Down, for instance) and conveniently to overlook 
all the other concentrations of power which threaten our liberties. Modern 
Conservatives wish to weaken the central Government and encourage the 
hxecutivc to sign a Magna Carta which guarantees the liberties not of the 
individual but of our new-style feudal barons. In fact, they accept the notion 
of an equilibrium within the managerial society, which we have already 
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discussed and abandoned as a modern version of the Manchester Liberal 
illusion. Hence the failure of Conservatism to introduce effective monopoly 
legislation. Hence its eagerness to persuade the TUC to become a respectable 
member of the Establishment. 

Where this leads is clear enough. Representative institutions will become 
less and less effective, and Parliament a ceremonial facade, which conceals 
the fact that power has been taken from the people and divided between 
the barons who control industry, Fleet Street and radio, the Departments of 
State and the party machines. On the pretence of defending the individual 
against the horrors of State Socialism, modern Conservatism will let democ- 
racy drift into a kind of voluntary totalitarianism. 

The main tas\ of Socialists to-day is to convince the nation that its liberties 
are threatened by this new feudalism and to show the way to overcome it. 
There are two requirements. (1) If the Executive is not to surrender to the 
oligopolists, it must be able to control them, and that means that they must 
be made equally subject to its control. (2) If the Executive is not itself to 
become a despot, it must be fully and continuously responsive to the popular 
will. 


EXTENDING PUBLIC OWNERSHIP 

I shall not spend long on the first of these requirements. It is, of course, 
the traditional Socialist case for public ownership. That case is even stronger 
today than it was before the growth of modern large-scale organisation. 
Although coal, electricity, gas and transport are not yet socialised, the na- 
tional Boards which run them are partly accountable to the Government and 
the main lines of their development can be laid down by a strong Cabinet. 
If the Executive is to curb oligopoly without any loss of productive efficiency, 
then public ownership must be extended a great deal further. 

All 1 would add is a word of warning. Neither the workers in industry 
nor the voters are well acquainted with the serious Socialist case for nation- 
alisation. We would be prudent, therefore, to select industries where even the 
non-Socialist can be convinced that it is desirable. If the tenant of a rent- 
restricted house realises that he cannot obtain a bathroom under his private 
landlord without an exorbitant increase of rent, he may accept the Socialist 
case for municipalisation. If the road-user sees the chaos caused by pouring 
new cars on to an antiquated road system while passenger trains are half 
empty and the railways lose money, then he may accept the case for an 
integrated and publicly owned transport system. If retirement on half pay 
only becomes a possibility as a result of nationalising superannuation, then the 
extension of public ownership into the sphere of insurance will be as popular 
as the National Health Service. 

It is no use, however, believing that we have finished the job when we have 
nationalised an industry or part of an industry and given it a Consumers’ 
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Council. Wc have plenty of Consumers’ Councils already and they are not 
very effective bodies. There is only one defence for the consumer, and that 
is through his elected representatives, whether in local or central government. 
That is why I am quite clear that every nationalised industry must be made 
fully responsible to Parliament, just as municipal trading concerns have 
always been fully responsible to the Council. 

Our Socialist aim has always been two-fold. Wc seek to make economic 
power responsive both to the community as a whole (the consumer) and to 
the worker in any particular industry (the producer). Plans for nationalisa- 
tion which do not satisfy the aspirations to workers’ control arc the techno- 
crats’ perversion of our Socialist ideal. Wc must frankly admit that, so far, 
our nationalised industries have been little better than that. 

What is to be done about it? Some Socialists, and most trade union 
leaders, argue that this is a subject not for legislation but for education. The 
machinery, they say, for the individual worker to be promoted to manage- 
ment, and for production committees between workers and management, is 
already there in our nationalised industries, and all that needs to be done is 
to encourage lx)th sides of the industries to work it. 

If this were true, the prospects of a second stage of Socialism would not 
be bright. It .seems to me obvious that any proposal for extending public 
ownership will not be welcomed by the trade unionists in the industry con- 
cerne<l unless they can foresee an improvement in their own status resulting 
from it. No one can responsibly promise that, as a result of nationalisation, 
an industry would be able to offer higher wages or even, in all cases, a more 
attractive su|)erannuation scheme than a powerful private monopoly or near- 
monojioly. What publicly-owned industries could offer to their workers is a 
real share in the control of the industry. 

WORKERS AND MANAGEMENT 

On this problem I believe that the Labour Party would do well to study 
closely the experiment now launched in Western Germany. Here Mitbestim- 
mungsrecht {pi workers’ participation in management) has been enforced by 
law on the coal and steel industries. Although they remain privately owned, 
the boards of directors of all these companies arc now composed of an equal 
proportion of workers’, employers’ and State representatives, with an inde- 
pendent chairman. 

The difference in structure between German and British industry would 
make quite inappropriate the idea of importing Mithestimmungsrecht into 
Britain. Moreover, there arc many snags in the German plan. Will it denude 
the trade unions of their best leaders? Will the workers* representatives be 
be cut off from the rank and file and lose its confidence? Have they been 
promoted to a stratosphere, where they can exert no elective control? These 
arc all questions to which answers are only now emerging. Moreover, A#i/- 
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bestimmungsrecht was regarded by the German trade union movement as an 
alternative to nationalisation, whereas British Socialists must treat workers’ 
participation in management as an essential part of socialisation. All I suggest 
at present, therefore, is that the Labour Party should study the German ex- 
periment and ask itself whether the principle could be successfully applied to 
Britain.^ 


MUNICIPALISATION 

1 should like to say in passing that, since 1945, the Labour Party has 
tended to under-estimate the importance of municipalisation as a form of 
public ownership. There is everything to be said for creating smaller units 
of public ownership wherever possible and so reviving local democracy. 
Moreover, certain services are far better provided by Councils. I have often 
thought that the solution to our cultural wilderness is the municipal theatre. 
All over the Continent cities have their own theatres and operas, just as in 
America they have their orchestras. In Britain there are only a handful of 
such enterprises. Why do not we have the courage to preach that Socialism 
is not solely concerned with material improvement but also with the arts? 
I shall be told that this is unpopular, but many causes are unpopular at first. 
I would therefore like to see, in addition to municipalisation of rented houses, 
municipal laundries, taxis, etc., a drive by the Labour Party for municipal 
theatres — and also for municipal cinemas, built to break the monopoly of the 
big chains. 


IV. SOCIALISM AS A DEFENCE OF FREEDOM 

In this pamphlet I have confined myself to the single issue of Socialism and 
freedom. Of course, this would be only one of several themes in a Labour 
programme; and, in terms of appeal to the mass electorate, it would not be 
the most important. Responsibility is an acquired taste and the majority will 
always be far more concerned with material benefits and social security — at 
least until, in some particular case, their own personal freedom is threatened. 
Yet I believe that a Labour Party which neglects this theme, either in its 
appeal to the younger generation of electors or in the conduct of its own 
domestic affairs, is imperilling its cause and its future too. 

SAFEGUARDS OF FREEDOM 

For far too long we have assumed that the only changes in society which 
we have to mal^e are changes in its economic structure and in the distribution 
of the national wealth. Of course, those changes are a vitally important part 
of Socialism. But surely we have learnt the lesson of Fascism and Com- 
munism. This lesson is that constitutional reform, designed to enlarge free- 

‘ For a good discussion of this see Wort^ers and Management by T. E. M. McKitterkk and 
R. D. V. Roberts. Fabian Research Series i6o. 
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dom and stimulate an active democracy, is at least as important as the exten- 
sion of public ownership and redistribution of wealth — which arc important 
only as another means to the same end. Indeed, unless the two march in step, 
we shall merely create a new Leviathan, in which a Socialist managerial 
oligarchy replaces a capitalist managerial oligarchy or, even worse, shares the 
power with it. 

The modern State, with its huge units of organisation, is inherently totali- 
tarian, and its natural tendency is towards despotism. These tendencies can 
only be held in cheeky if we are determined to build the constitutional safe- 
guards of freedom — and personal responsibility. 

I am convinced that these constitutional safeguards of freedom against 
the new despotism can only be built by a Labour Government. But if it is to 
do the job, that Government must return to the first principles of Socialism 
and ilecide boldly to make all irresponsible power accountable to the com- 
munity. And if that is to be our aim, we had better realise that the way we 
manage our dernwratic institutions — including the Labour Party and the 
trade unions — is at least as important as the way we manage the economy 
of the nation. 


DENIS HEALEY 


8. Second Thoughts on Nationalization* 


In its latest pair of policy statements, the National Executive Committee of 
the British Labor party has grasped the most dangerous nettle involved in its 
revision of the old orthodoxy — the role of nationalization as an instrument of 
socialist policy. 

Forty years ago, when the Labor party was reorganized to replace the 
Liberals as the second major British party, it was committed by its w'ritten 
constitution to achieve “the common ownership of the means of production, 
ilistribution and exchange” — an aim which even the Communist states arc 
far from having attained as yet. Nevertheless, in its first period of real power, 
trom 1945 to 1950, the Labor party did take 20 per cent of British industry 
into public ownership, by nationalizing the basic industries of coal, steel, clec- 

• Denis Healey, "British Labor’s New Look at Industry," The New Leader (August 19, 1957). 
By permission. 
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tricity and road, rail and air transport, not to speak of the Bank of England. 

When the Conservatives took office, they left most of these industries in 
public hands, denationalizing only the profitable steel firms and long-distance 
road haulage. Apart from agreeing to restore these industries once more to 
public ownership, the Labor party has had great difficulty in deciding what 
part, if any, nationalization should play in its next program of legislation. 
For example, in 1950 it committed itself to nationalize the big insurance com- 
panies, then took fright when the powerful cooperative movement opposed 
this, and finally dropped the idea altogether. In the 1951 campaign it prom- 
ised to nationalize sugar and cement, but after it lost the election allowed 
this pledge to be forgotten. Its platform in the 1955 election gave prominence 
to only one measure of nationalization — the integration of the remaining 
private water companies into what is already almost entirely a public service. 
But rumors that it intended to nationalize the great industrial combine of 
Imperial Chemical Industries cost it many votes in the areas which depend 
on ICI for their living. 

The fact is that nationalization is not popular with the average voter. Cer- 
tainly the Labor party must now justify any particular proposal for nation- 
alization by showing that it is economically necessary on its merits. It could 
lose heavily if its programs appeared to be inspired by doctrinaire considera- 
tions rather than a pragmatic concern for the welfare and interests of the 
ordinary man. Indeed, the Labor party’s constitutional commitment to total 
nationalization of the British economy appears nowadays only in the election 
propaganda of the Conservatives. But until now the Labor leaders have never 
dared to call down the wrath of their militants by challenging in principle 
the central role of nationalization as a socialist technique. 

The new policy statement, “Industry and the Nation,” however, does just 
this, though it is accompanied by another statement which is mainly con- 
cerned to justify the records of the industries which have already been nation- 
alized. If it is accepted by the Labor party conference in September, “Industry 
and the Nation” will mark a definitive break, not only with the rigid commit- 
ment to nationalization as the main instrument of a socialist economic policy, 
but more important still, with the outmoded Marxian concept of capitalism 
under which nationalization was found to assume this importance. 

The doctrinaire case for nationalization was based on the argument that, 
since private capitalists were bound to run the industries they owned purely 
for selfish profit, the public interest could be served only if the state, repre- 
senting the people, replaced the capitalists as the owners of industry. Experi- 
ence in Britain as well as less favored countries has already cast doubt on the 
assumption that the state can always be relied on to represent the people. 
Though all Britain’s nationalized industries have a better economic record 
under public ownership than private— and in the case of coal mining and 
civil aviation at least, better than comparable private industries in other coun- 
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tries — some of them have conspicuously failed to achieve satisfactory relations 
with the consuming public as a whole or with their own workers. 

“Industry and the Nation,” however, is mainly concerned to undermine 
the other assumption on which the doctrinaire theorem is based — the belief 
that private industry is run exclusively for the selfish profit of those who 
own it. 

In Britain, as in America, the structure of industry has changed funda- 
mentally in the last fifty years. The private sector of the British economy is 
now dominated by 500 companies which arc so large that no single capitalist 
can own a decisive share in them. To take an extreme example, a i per cent 
holding in Shell Oil would have a market value of over million ($14 
million). The policy of these companies is determined not by their owners 
but by their managers. The managers obtain capital for expansion by retain- 
ing profits rather than by going in to the market. Insofar as they do use the 
market, they rely mainly not on the individual investor but on large financial 
institutions like insurance companies and pension funds. The main theme 
of the Labor party's new statement is summarized in a quotation it uses 
from A. A. Berle: “The capital is there, and so is capitalism. The waning 
factor is the capitalist.” 

Another aspect of this industrial revolution is that the risk clement in 
private investment is steadily declining. The state has now assumed the main 
rcsjx)nsibility for preventing a slump in which general share values would 
collapse. The big investors tend to spread their holdings so widely that they 
arc unlikely to be seriously affected by fluctuations in one particular industry. 
Moreover, as the general pace of industrial expansion quickens through 
state-maintained full employment, share values rise steadily and automati- 
cally, so that in Britain equity shareholders can expect about >£650 million a 
year in capital gains. 

This picture has long been familiar to economists, particularly in the United 
States. But both the British parties still present their policies in terms of an 
industrial structure which has long since disappeared. It is only in the last 
few years that Labor writers like Anthony Crosland, Roy Jenkins and John 
Sirachcy have adapted to the British political scene the work of Americans 
like Joseph Schumpeter, John Kenneth Galbraith, James Burnham and Peter 
Druckcr. Now that the Labor party’s National Executive has given its im- 
primatur to this new description of contemporary capitalism, the stage is at 
last set for an attack on the real problems of the modern world. 

“Industry and Society” does not, however, offer a prescription which is 
fully worthy of its analysis. It is mainly concerned to argue that, since the 
private investor no longer plays a productive economic, role, the state should 
allow the people to share in his unearned income by taxing capital gains, by 
accepting private shareholdings in payment of death duties, and by itself 
investing in equities. This would, of course, lead to the state owning a con- 
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trolling interest in many firms. But the statement explicitly rules out state 
interference in the management of such industries — such an extension of 
public ownership is justified, not, like nationalization, by the possibility of 
economic control, but by the wider distribution of property it involves. On 
the other hand, the statement does envisage the nationalization of further 
industries by the traditional methods— but only after \ public inquiry has 
proved its necessity in each case. And no particular industries arc named for 
nationalization at present. A future Labor government would have a free 
hand to decide how much or how little it attempted to nationalize. 

There are obvious political dangers in this ambiguity. Inside the Labor 
party the struggle between Left and Right, between conservatives and re- 
visionists, can continue over the interpretation of the statement. The Tory 
party can simultaneously make jokes about “Socialists on the Stock Ex- 
change” and affect to see a cunning plot to introduce wholesale nationaliza- 
tion by the back door. The Economist has described the new statement as 
“The Mouse with a Leer.” 

But, whatever the weaknesses of the policy proposed, the statement has 
immense importance in establishing a realistic picture of modern industry to 
replace the orthodox mythology of the past. It presents the central problem in 
a form which will ultimately compel the Labor party to tackle it. Industrial 
power in every large developed economy now rests with a managerial class 
which is responsible to no one. The form of ownership is irrelevant. State 
control over nationalized industries is as difficult as shareholder control over 
private firms. The problem has divided the ruling clique in the Soviet Com- 
munist party as bitterly as it has divided Conservatives and Labor in Britain. 
Recent American studies like The Organization Man have shown that it 
creates social and psychological dangers no less formidable than the political 
and economic difficulties on which attention is mainly concentrated at present. 
The Labor party’s document at least states the problem intelligibly and em- 
phasizes its importance. Though it contributes little in itself toward a solu- 
tion, it gives the green light to those who may contribute more. 
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C. A. R. CROSLAND 


9. SocialiMm in a Protperou* World* 


The economics of the advanced industrial countries arc behaving in a much 
more satisfactory manner than beb)rc the war. This is the decisive cco- 
tKjmic fact wliich renders many traditional Socialist attitudes obsolete, and 
whicli must underlie any attempt to revise the programs of Western social 
democracy. 

In contrast to the inter-war period, the postwar period has been character- 
ized in most industrial countries by almost continuous full employment. 
'I here is little doubt, moreover, that despite the certainty of occasional minor 
world recessions, .sometlung approaching full employment has come to stay. 

Quite apart from the underlying economic factors tending to make for a 
higher postwar level of demaiul {r.g., changes in population trends, income 
distribution, the terms of trade, business psychology, etc.), a decisive political 
change has occurred. 'I he Keynesian revolution has triumphed in terms both 
of the policies of governments and the expectations of the voters. Govern- 
ments arc prepared to intervene, through fiscal and monetary policy, to the 
extent necessary to preserve relatively full employment. Even right-wing 
governments will do so, because the electorate now believes that full employ- 
ment can he maintained, and would administer a sharp reverse at the polls 
to any government which failed to maintain it. It was noticeable in the recent 
liriiish electufu that the only constituencies which showed a swing to Labor 
were those sulTering from actual or prospective local unemployment (Lan- 
cashire, Scotland and the mining areas). 

'I'he feeling of pros^Krity as.sociated with full employment is of course 
rcinfoiccd by the rise in consumption standards which has occurred in most 
luiropean countries in recent years. This rise does not need to be very rapid 
to create a general feeling of contentment. The precise rate of a country’s 
economic growth, while it excites the interest of intellectuals and economists, 
holds little interest for the population as a whole. Given a background of full 
employment, the electorate feels well-off even with a relatively slow rate of 
growth; for its psychology is not yet attuned to the clear expectation of a 
rapid annual rise in real incomes. 

• TAf Ixader (February ag, 1960). By permission. 
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Thus in Britain, for example, the intellectuals in the Labor party have 
stressed the fact that the British rate of growth under the Conservative Gov- 
ernment has been exceedingly slow by international standards. But this argu- 
ment made no impact on the voters. Relative “stagnation” is of little political 
importance, provided that full employment is maintained; the latter is suf- 
ficient almost by itself to create an image of prosperity. 

Not only has the average standard of prosperity risen, but in many coun- 
tries the previously underprivileged groups have improved their position by 
more than the average. This is of course most true of the previously unem- 
ployed, who, more than any other group in the community, felt themselves 
unjustly treated, and harbored the strongest resentment against the existing 
economic system. But generally the system appears to distribute its benefits 
more equally and more justly than before the war; and the number of people 
who feel themselves conspicuously “underprivileged” is not sufficient to give 
a natural electoral majority to a party of the Left. 

Thus full employment has greatly strengthened the bargaining position of 
the working class; and within the working class it has improved the position 
of the lower paid workers relative to that of the skilled and semiskilled. The 
workers now scarcely seem, either to themselves or to other classes, to be 
suffering from oppression or capitalist exploitation; and their relative power 
is much greater than it was before the war. 

This shift of power is reinforced by a psychological change in the altitudes 
of the employing class and of Conservative politicians. As the small-scale 
owner-controlled firm has given way to the large managcrially controlled 
corporation, the labor policies of the typical firm have altered dramatically. 
The talk, and part of it at least is genuine, is now of the social responsibili- 
ties of industry — to workers, consumers, the locality and the public at large. 
Aggressive individualism gives way to a suave and sophisticated sociability. 
The traditional capitalist ruthlessness is replaced by a belief in modern, en- 
lightened methods of personnel management. Large-scale industry has be- 
come to some extent humanized, and the status of the worker has been 
enhanced. 

A parallel change has occurred in the attitude of Conservative governments. 
In Britain, one cannot imagine today a deliberate offensive alliance between 
Government and employers against the unions on the 1921 or 1925-6 model, 
with all the brutal accompaniments of wage i uts, national lockouts, and anti- 
union legislation. Instead, we have a National Joint Advisory Council of 
Unions and Employers; and a Conservative government ostentatiously con- 
sults the unions on all major matters of domestic policy. 

Other previously underprivileged groups have also improved their relative 
position. Despite the many serious gaps in the structure of the Welfare State, 
social service beneficiaries— the old, the sick, the unemployed, widows, etc.— 
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arc relatively and absolutely better off than they were before the war; and 
in the present social climate of opinion they are most unlikely to lose all 
their gains even under a right-wing government. A Socialist party will, it 
is true, wish to devote a still higher proportion of the national income to 
social spending; indeed the British Labor party fought the recent election 
largely on this issue. But the outcome of that election showed that neither 
the present extent of social distress, nor the national conscience about such 
distress, were sufficient to give a majority of votes to a party of social reform. 

Generally, the distribution of income does not now give rise, save among 
strong Socialists, to such overwhelming feelings of injustice as it did before 
the war. This is partly because the distribution is in most countries now more 
equal than it then was. But still more, it is due to the social law that as the 
average level of real income rises, people care less about the exact distribution 
of income. An unemployed family before the war, living in extreme poverty, 
resented bitterly the fact of inequality; a prosperous working-class family 
today, with a car, a refrigerator and a new house, is comparatively indifferent 
to the fact that others are wealthier still. 

These and other changes render the traditional “anticapitalism” of the Left 
increasingly irrelevant, for we are dealing today with a quite different animal. 
Intlecd it is doubtful if British society in i960 can sensibly be described as 
“capitalist.” 1 'his is of course a matter of semantics. If we accept a Marxist 
definition of ca[)italism and socialism purely in terms of the ownership of the 
means of production, we would, I suppose, have to describe contemporary 
Britain as 75 per cent capitalist and 25 per cent socialist. 

But this would not be a very meaningful description, since the exact location 
of the dividing line between the public and private sectors is not the most 
decisive or significant feature of British society today. The precise pattern of 
industrial ownership is no longer (if indeed it ever was) the essential condi- 
tioning factor which imparls to the society its fundamental character. It was 
for this reason that I argued in The Future of Socialism that capitalism should 
more sensilily be defined, historically, as the type of society which developed 
in 19th century Britain after the Industrial Revolution, and which in its main 
outlines, though of course with modifications, persisted into the iQ^os; and, 
furthermore, that since many oi the basic, characteristic features of that 
society have now been greatly modified or wholly transformed, it makes little 
sense to continue talking about “capitalism.” 

However, whatever we decide about the right nomenclature, these funda- 
mental changes inclispulably have the most far-reaching implications for 
Western social-ilemocracy. The will to socialism has always been based on a 
lively sense of wrongs crying for redress, and before the war the wrongs 
w'erc manifest indeed. But now, instead of glaring and conspicuous evils — 
squalor and injustice and mass unemployment— we have full employment, 
the Welfare Slate and the prospect in 10 years’ time of a car to every work- 
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ing-class family. For a party of protest, there is a good deal less to protest 
about (at least in Britain) . 

Moreover, as the standard of living rises, public opinion sometimes tends 
to shift toward the Right. This is particularly the case in those countries, such 
as Britain, where the post-Korean prosperity is associated with governments 
of the Right, while the Left is still ass(Kiated with the a\isterity and ratioi>ing 
of the immediate postwar period. But, in Britain at least, a shift to the Right 
appears to be occurring for sociological reasons, regardless of the political 
complexion of the government. 

Young working-class families, who, enjoying high earnings, move out from 
the old working-class areas in the city to new suburban housing developments 
or new towns, begin to dissociate themselves psychologically from the work- 
ing class, and to identify increasingly with the middle class. One of the 
symbols of this rise in subjective social status is to vote Conservative or Lib- 
eral rather than Labor. This tendency was apparent in the recent election; 
it was the newly housed young working class which appears mainly to have 
frustrated the hope of a swing to Labor 

Generally, the electorate of an increasingly affluent society begins to sec 
some of the traditional items in Socialist policy as either irrelevant or even 
positively perverse. I give two examples. First, Left-wing parties traditionally 
preach the need for more thorough and purposive economic planning. But 
this emphasis wrongly, in fact, strikes the voters as superfluous when the 
existing degree of planning appears adequate to ensure full employment and 
a steady rise in consumption standards. Socialist talk of further planning 
serves only to recall the detailed controls of the post-1945 years; and these 
arc associated in the public mind not with prosperity, but with disagreeable 
austerity. 

Secondly, the idea of further nationalization becomes increasingly unpopu- 
lar. It cannot be said to be necessary to full employment and prosperity, for 
these exist already. Nor, in Britain, has the average performance of the na- 
tionalized industries been conspicuously better than that of private enterprise. 
Indeed, some (often unavoidable) problems of the public sector— the back- 
wardness and low wages of the railways, redundancy in the coal industry, 
the exceptional postwar rise in the price of coal, the tendency to bureaucratic 
centralization— have made even the existing nationalized industries some- 
what unpopular. 

None of these changes destroy the fundamental Socialist case against the 
society in which we live. Socialists should, and do, still wish radically 
to alter the distribution of income, the pattern of class relations, the division 
between private and social expenditure, and many other aspects of our 
society. They must, however, recognize that they are no longer deaUng with 
the unreformed capiwlism of the inter-war period. They must adapt their 
statement of aims to an entirely altered social and economic background. 
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NORMAN THOMAS 


10. SociaU$m in America* 


DEMOCRATIC SOCIALISM DEFINED 
A great pari (»f our present confusion in understanding and discussing 
socialism inheres in the mailer of definilion. Socialism to its critics, and 
sometimes to us friends, has all sorts of meanings and, consciously or un- 
consciously, disputants use the one convenient to the point they immediately 
wish to make. For instance, in a television discussion some time ago, my 
principal opponent. Miss Vivian Kellcms, Connecticut manufacturer, argued 
that the income tax was socialistic and that its adoption had launched the 
United Stales headlong toward socialism. On the same television panel, how- 
ever, Lawience h'.. Spivak seemed to want to confine me to a discussion of 
socialism as delined in a college dictionary. The definition went like this: 

Soci.ilism: A theory of civil policy that aims at the public collective own- 
ership of land and capital, and the public collective management of all 
industries. 

1‘hat definilion is misleading. The truth is that socialism, like other great 
Words, such as Christianity, has come to mean many and rather different 
things to dilTereni men. My definilion of modern .socialism is in line with 
the detlaraiions and political actions of democratic socialist parties during 
recent years. It accords with the socialist statement on “Aims and Tasks” 
which was adopted hy the Congress of socialist parties at Frankfurt, Ger- 
many, in It closely parallels “Socialism, a New Statement of Principles,” 
presented in n )^2 hy the Pritish Socialist Union. 

I shouhl he willing, as a beginning, to accept the definition given in Web- 
ster’s unahridged International. 

Socialism: A political and economic theory of social reorganization, the 
essential leaiure oi which is governmental control of economic activities 
to the end that competition shall give way to cooperation and that the 
opportunities of life and the rewards of labor shall be equitably appor- 
tioned. 

In accepting this definition, I should insist (i) that democratic socialism 
must emph.isize the necessity of democratic processes in all government 
controls lest they become fascist or communist; ( 2 ) that there is a legitimate 

• From NoriTi.in 1 homas. Democratic Socialism: A New Appraisal (League for Industrial 
Dt-myiraiv. Nrw York. Hv permission. 
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place for some competition in a socialist order, although the dominant prin- 
ciple should be cooperation, and (3) that government control does not al- 
ways and necessarily mean government ownership. The social ownership — 
not always identical with government ownership — which socialism has al- 
ways emphasized as a condition of the operation of basic economic enter- 
prises for the common good, is itself to true socialists a means of achieving 
social ends, rather than an end in itself. 

In brief, socialism is by no means a synonym for collectivism or collective 
ownership. Socialism, even in its most materialist Marxist form, has always 
been concerned for the good life. It has always known and insisted that man 
does not live by bread alone. It has always recognized the dignity of man 
and has desired for each individual the fullest possible opportunity for de- 
velopment. Its goal has always been a society fit to be described as a fellowship 
of free men, who will use their resources and skills no longer for war, but 
for the conquest of bitter poverty and remediable disease. 

However, in the historic development of socialism, there have always been 
considerable differences of opinion on the extent to which social owner- 
ship should be pushed and the way it should be managed. We socialists in 
platforms and speeches have stood for social ownership of the “basic” or 
the “principal” means of production and distribution, or of the “command- 
ing heights” of the economic order. These words are not and never were 
self-defining. Of recent years, the majority of American socialists have been 
— I think correctly — insistent that the model for managing what is socially 
owned is not the Post Office Department, but the Tennessee Valley Author- 
ity, with provision for direct representation of workers and consumers on 
it. On the other hand, Aneurin Bevan of Britain in his book insists — I think 
incorrectly — that cabinet ministers in Britain should have been given more 
authority over socialized industries. Almost all modern socialists are agreed 
that voluntary cooperative enterprises can and should be developed as ve- 
hicles of social ownership with democratic management. 

Two things have happened since World War I to lessen somewhat social- 
ist insistence on state ownership. First, not only the dictatorial fascist and 
communist states have sharpened our fears of the state as the master of hu- 
man society, but experience vt'ith the broadened activities of relatively demo- 
cratic states like Britain and America has made us more aware than formerly 
of the dangers of a statism — and the economic inadequacies of nationalism 
— against which we must always be on guard. 

At the same time that we have been learning to guard against statism 
as an expression of socialism, we have learned that it has been possible, to 
a degree not anticipated by most earlier socialists, to impose desirable social 
controls on privately owned enterprises by the development of social plan- 
ning, by proper taxation and labor legislation, and by the growth of power- 
ful labor organizations. 
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THE CASE FOR INCREASED SOCIAL OWNERSHIP 

Nevertheless, there is a very strong ease to be made — far stronger than our 
American “liberals” admit — for a great extension of social ownership in 
America. Even to Alexander Hamilton it seemed reasonable that the state 
should own the mineral wealth of the country. Today men and women 
own oil and coal and iron, some of it miles underground. Title to the sur- 
face of the land has given them ownership to everything valuable clear 
down to the molten interior of the earth” but it cannot give them moral 
right to this wealth. They did not make it; few of them on their own dis- 
covered it; they do not themselves extract it. Their competitive ownerrfrip 
of it has been a terrible source of social waste. Consider the extra wells 
that have been drilled lest “my neighbor drain off my oil” through his well. 

Our experience with the steel strike of 1952 is another illustration of the 
case for social ownership. The strike was very expensive in terms of the loss 
of much needed steel. It cost the workers millions of dollars in lost wages. 
Rational men could have reached the ultimate settlement weeks earlier 
than that settlement was made. The public lost under the settlement because 
there is small doubt that that agreement has had an inflationary effect on 
our economy. Under public ownership, the steel industry would not have 
to contribute large profits to private owners, and an adequate wage could 
be assured without the necessity of a strike or of raising prices to their pres- 
ent level. 

There is no perfect plan which will absolutely prevent conflicts where 
there arc sharp dilTcrcnces of interest. Under any conceivable economic or- 
der, ail workers will always want higher pay for their work and lower 
prices for commodities which they must buy. But conflict could be less in- 
tense, and the appeal to cooperation for the common good much stronger, 
if it were not necessary for the managers of a great industry to think pri- 
marily in terms of profits for a predominantly absentee ownership of that 
industry. When an industry affects all our lives as definitely as docs the steel 
industry; when the decisions on wages and prices arc made between monop- 
olistic groups of managers acting in the interest of absentee owners and 
organized workers, there is a situation made to order for the right type of 
public ownership. Industrial managers should be free to act for the general 
public and consumers should be definitely represented in the governing au- 
thority. The modern socialist sees a great need for the social ownership of 
such key industries as steel, though refusing to discuss democratic socialism 
in such misleading terms as total social ownership vs. total private owner- 
ship, and he is constantly raising the basic question of what industries 
should be transferred to public ownership, and what should be owned pri- 
vately as a means to the attainment of maximum production and the most 
equitable distribution of goods. 
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That approach to the problem of public ownership is not, I grant, the 
orthodox Marxist approach. Marx went in heavily for collective ownership, 
although such followers of Marx as Karl Kautsky never insisted on the 
need for the ownership of all means of production and distribution. 

DEMOCRATIC SOCIALISM AND MARXISM 

The relation of modern socialism to Marxism is a confused one, and a 
few words about it are in order. Briefly these few things might be said: 

1) Socialism existed before Marx and, during the period of maximum in- 
fluence of Marxism on socialism, the dominant socialism in English speak- 
ing countries was non-Marxist or unorthodox Marxism. In America, the 
Marxist influence was strong, but no candidate for membership in the 
American Socialist Party was required to accept Marx as infallible. 

2) Karl Marx and his collaborator, Friedrich Engels, in 1848 and the dec- 
ades that followed, were primarily concerned with the process by which 
workers would come to power and by which the new order, socialism, 
would be born out of the womb of the old. To the terribly exploited work- 
ers of the mid-nineteenth century, they brought hope and a sense of destiny. 
They had amazingly little to say about how socialists should act when, 
they obtained power in the state. That is one reason that orthodox Marxists 
often differ sharply on the practical problems of socialism. In order to de- 
duce a working program for socialism in countries like Sweden, Great 
Britain, or the United States, one must consciously or unconsciously read 
a great deal into Marx which has little or no logical connection with Marx- 
ism. 

3) Russian Communism is not the correct or purely logical fulfillment 
of Marxism. It is, indeed, inconsistent with the general Marxian thesis that 
society is not ready for socialism until it has developed a highly organized 
capitalist system, and possesses a well organized, intelligent and class con- 
scious working class. Lenin introduced a great many ideas derived from the 
history and experience of Russia and the thinking of Russians. While he prob- 
ably found, for instance, some basis in Marx for the role of violence and de- 
ceit and the necessity for a dictatorial elite, he was actually more profoundly 
influenced by Russian writers like Nichaev and by Russian history. More 
than that, he stood orthodox Marxism on its head in the establishment of 
Bolshevik power. Marx had argued that economic conditions determine pol- 
itics., Lenin proved that the ruthless and determined possessor of political 
power could, to an immense degree^ shape the course of economic develop- 
ment. 

rnfnmiini<em is certainly a betrayal of true socialism. It is also a subversion 
of true Marxism. Nevertheless, in its march to power, it has so successfully 
claimed Marx for its own, it has so persuaded men that Lenin ano Stalin 



640 CAPITALISM, SOCIALISM, WELFARE STATE 

arc the true successors of Karl Marx, that the socialist who rests his case 
upon Marx, as upon a Bible, has to fight an uphill battle. Marxist orthodoxy 
does not give the democratic socialist the best vantage point for his strug- 
gle. 

4) The march of events compels at the very least a considerable qualifica- 
tion of some of the most important doctrines of Marxism, including even 
the basic notion of the class conflict. Marx did a great service in emphasizing 
the importance of the tools men used and the economic processes they em- 
ployed in shaping their civilization, their social theories, and even their own 
characters. But, in the light of modern psychology, our own observations of 
human conduct, and our fuller knowledge of ancient cultures, it is certainly 
untenable to hold the rigid view of the materialistic conception of history 
which Marx advanced, a conception which declares that the prevailing 
economic system determines the general character of the political and in- 
tellectual life of that epoch. He himself sometimes lapsed from his own 
conception of strict materialist determinism. We have lived to contemplate 
the very dilTcrent concepts of the Freudian man, the mass mensch or crowd- 
determined man, and other psychological descriptions, none of which by 
itself is adequate to describe human personality. 

Marx believed, not unreasonably in his day, that more and more inde- 
pendent producers of all sorts would be forced into the working class or 
the proletariat. Then, under these resultant conditions, there would be in- 
creased insecurity and misery, until the working class would rise and over- 
throw its exploiters.^ Actually, the Marxian forecast has not been fulfilled, 
especially not in a country like the United States, partly because men’s pro- 
ductive powers in the age of applied science have been greater than he could 
dream. At any rate, we still have a middle class in a true economic sense, 
while those who think of themselves as belonging to the middle class are 
even more numerous. Salaried and high wage employees usually regard 
themselves as members of the middle class, a notion which has been strength- 
ened by the fairly wide distribution of stock ownership in this country. 

It follows that the concept of the class conflict basic to Marxism needs 
modification. Marx thought that the lines of division between workers and 
owners were becoming steadily clearer. This, however, has not been the 
case, least of all in our own country. The groups into which men divide arc 
not exclusively determined by economics. Consider the importance of na- 

* Marx saw al$<i the rise of working class economic and political organizations which would 
fight for better conditions for labor while they were preparing to build a new economic order. 
He believcil that the contradictions in capitalism would lead to increasingly severe crises. Many 
Marxists contend that Marx used "increasing misery” in the psichological, rather than in the 
physical sense. 
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tionalism and religion, neither of which is adequately ^^xplaincd by eco- 
nomic determination, in drawing men together. There are very important 
economic divisions among us Americans. No one can lo<'k at some of the 
great strikes in American history, or some of our politicr,,” without being 
aware that there is class consciousness and class conflict. In Europe class lines 
are more definite and more binding. But there is n(' such tight fusion of all 
different economic groups into two and only two contending classes of 
owners and workers, as Marxism postulated. The future both of conflict 
and cooperation is far more complex. 

SOCIALISM AND WAR 

It is scarcely debatable that the great issue of our times is the establish- 
ment of peace with freedom. To the problem arising primarily out of the 
relentless drive of international communism under Russian leadership for 
universal power over the bodies, minds, and souls of men, socialism has no 
ready-made answer. Frankly it has lost some of that international fervor 
which was one of its glories in earlier days. In 1914, the socialist movement 
lost its best chance to prevent war by its own international action when it 
found itself completely unready to strike against mobilization simultane- 
ously in Germany and the allied countries. It was then strong on both sides 
of the conflict between the nations. For that failure of international social- 
ism to avert or shorten World War I, mankind paid dearly. It was a failure 
shared by American democracy. Woodrow Wilson, if backed by a people 
more intent on stopping the war than making profits out of sales to the 
western allies, could almost certainly have won by vigorous action after the 
stalemate in Europe a negotiated peace vastly preferable to the peace of 
Versailles. 

Neither world socialism nor American democracy could ever win a second 
chance as good as the one they lost. As time has gone on, socialist parties in 
Europe have gained strength and often control of governments under con- 
ditions which almost compel them to think in national terms. They have to 
satisfy the voters under a national economy. Paul-Henri Spaak, the Belgian 
socialist leader, was near the truth when he said that the thing socialists had 
learned best how to nationalize was socialism. Yet a socialistic economy on 
a purely national basis is not enough, especially in a divided Europe. So- 
cialism has not altogether lost its international context and appeal. Demo- 
cratic socialists managed to reorganize their international at a conference 

*Th€ overwhelming preference of newspapers both daily and weekly for Eisenhower, the 
Republican, over Stevenson, the Democrat, in 1952, argued rationalization of class feeling of 
their owners. The preference was most decidedly not shared by working reporters and journal- 
ists. In my experience, I find that if I know a man’s job and social status, in about eight out of 
ten cases, I can guess his opinions on social questions and even how he’ll vote. In the latter case, 
it helps to know where he lives. 
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in Frankfurt, Germany, in i95i> which issued the excellent general statement 
of the “Aims and Tasks of Democratic Socialism,” to which I have already 
referred. Many socialists in Europe have been leaders toward a United 
States of Europe. The contribution of the British Labor Party to j^ace was 
enormous, when, on friendly terms, it conceded the right of India, Pakis- 
tan, Burma, and Ceylon to independence, and when it set in motion in parts 
of Africa reforms pointing to an end of colonialism. 

But socialism is not a panacea against war. In the light of history and logic, 
socialists arc not warranted in repeating once popular statements that capi- 
talism is the cause of war and that the only hope of peace is universal social- 
ism. A great root of war has always been economic, and when the economic 
system is capitalism, capitalism becomes a root of war. But the explanation 
of the wars of our time cannot be derived from any economic theory which 
docs not take account of nationalism; of the older imperialism which was 
born of western capitalism and nationalism, and the newer communist im- 
perialism under Stalin who has succeeded in imposing a Russian imperial 
pattern on what started as an international working class movement. 

We have learned that the causes of war arc too complex to be summed up 
in the old statement-— which was never a matter of binding socialist dogma 
— that capitalism, laissez faire capitalism, is the cause of war. There were 
wars before the rise of capitalism. If the militant U.S.S.R. is capitalist, it is 
certainly not after the old laissez faire order. Its state capitalism which 
Stalin falsely calls socialism is not sincerely devoted to peace, but to con- 
quest. 

One can truthfully say that an ideal and universal socialism, like an ideal 
and universal Christian ethic, would be the best basis for abiding peace. It 
is, however, very dangerous to insist that peace must be tied up with the 
universal adoption of any fairly rigid politico-economic system. For a long 
time to come, peace will depend on the ability of men and social groups to 
live together despite some difference in interest and conflict in ideals. The 
socialis.m which makes for world peace cannot emulate the secular religion 
of communism in seeking to impose its plan of salvation on mankind by 
force and fraud. Too often, religions have brought war, not peace, by their 
insistence on their exclusive possession of truth or of the way of temporal 
and eternal salvation. Socialism will make its contribution to peace, within 
the democratic framework, by its emphasis on justice, by its successful prac- 
tice of a fraternity crossing racial and national lines, by its steadfast opposi- 
tion to secular religions of fascism and communism, and by its concern for 
universal, fool proof disarmament under a strengthened U.N., and the ulti- 
mate achievement of federated world government. Peace will not be achieved 
as a by-product of socialism, but democratic socialism will stand or fall very 
largely by the intelligence and power with which it seeks peace with free- 
dom. 
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SOCIAL, PRIVATE AND COOPERATIVE OWNERSHIP 

There are some advantages for freedom and enterprise in varieties of own- 
ership. The state under the most democratic theory and pi .-^ctice will become 
too huge, too cumbersome, if it seeks to control directly all economic activity. 
There are men with a deep seated desire to work for themselves. They will 
work harder and be more ingenious in so doing. Ours is not the economy of 
a beleaguered garrison which has to ration diminishing supplies for every- 
body and everything. There is room in it for individual ownership and indi- 
vidual effort. Justification of such ownership must always be accompanied 
by a genuine responsibility for management on terms consistent with the 
common good. 

There is not one perfect formula for what ought to be owned under social 
legislation. One determining factor is the public attitude, which varies ac- 
cording to time and place. Each generation should be allowed to make its 
own decisions, but there ought to be assurance that once decisions arc made 
they will stand for a reasonable length of time, whether under public or 
private ownership. 

Heretofore publicly owned enterprises in America have operated under 
disadvantages that socialism should avoid. We Americans are, or think we 
are, committed to a theory of private enterprise. The publicly owned enter- 
prises have been a more or less regretted exception. Sometimes it has been a 
sick industry which has had to be taken over by government which is then 
blamed for the sickness. Always there has been a conscious or unconscious 
tendency in the world of industry to discredit and even sabotage public own- 
ership. Witness the attitude of industry generally toward the exceedingly use- 
ful TV A. To be truly successful, public ownership and democratic operation 
must be accepted in principle and extensively practiced in appropriate areas. 

For some years, American socialists have been fairly well agreed that social 
ownership should be extended to the “commanding heights” of our econ- 
omy, which include our natural resources, our system of money, banking 
and credit, and certain basic industries and services. 

The social ownership of industries should be determined in the light of 
certain tests: (i) their basic importance to our lives; (2) the degree of their 
monopolization and the effectiveness of competition in controlling prices; 
(3) the degree to which absentee ownership .‘s divorced from responsible 
management. Today, in huge enterprises, managers work for the private 
stockholders who themselves do little or nothing except to provide working 
capital. Even that is largely provided out of profits set aside by the managers 
for expansion. Yet the stockholders expect their working capital to be im- 
mortal and always to produce dividends. One of the best run privately 
owned utilities is the telephone industry. Yet when the New York 
Telephone Company was permitted to raise its rates, a large part of the argu- 
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mcnt was based on the cost of private capital which could be provided at a 
much lower rate of interest if the industry were publicly owned. 

I have already argued the specific reason for public ownership of the steel 
industry. It meets all the tests which I have earlier suggested. The prices for 
its product arc not regulated by competition. The owners have largely lost 
the function of management and the decision of the managers concerns us 
all because of the basic character of the industry. 

What sr)cialists advocate, let me again insist, is not nationalization, but 
socialization. A thousand times I have said that the virtue of government 
ownersliij) depends upon who owns the government. It would be more ac- 
curate i(j say that government must be democratic, that it should act only as a 
trustee of society, and that consumers as a whole and workers in a particular 
industry should be directly concerned in the management of any publicly 
owned industry. Some ownership and operation might well be by coopera- 
tives. The 'I'V.A is the sort of controlling body that we need, except that 
consumers and workers should be more directly represented on it. Workers 
in different categories should elect then own representatives. Under any 
social system, there will be need for labor unions to represent the workers. 
Hut preferably they should not vote in their unions for their representatives 
on the public Authorities. 

Whde 1 am prepared stoutly to defend the program I have outlined for 
public ownership and democratic control, I am well aware that, of itself, it 
iloes not solve all problems of the modern industrial economy. There is, for 
instance, no automatic formula for a “fair” wage; we have a great deal to 
learn alwut the psychology of a genuine democracy; about the best size of 
various industrial units and the way to establish and maintain more satisfac- 
tory relations between managers who arc key men in our society and 
workers. 

If socialism is to do what we hope of it, the worker for his own sake and 
society’s must be given a sense of rcsjwnsibility for the productive process. 
It is of primary ini[X)riancc in socialist plans and action that the least well 
paid of our workers should come to understand that the whole answer to the 
problem of jxiverty docs not lie in any formula devoted simply to a more 
equitable sharing of the wealth. Even in relatively rich America, the answer 
to poverty depends also ujx)n more efficient production. This fact must be 
emphasized in socialist planning and in socialist education. But experience 
proves that we can more easily get better production if a decent floor is put 
under wages. 

DEMOCRATIC VS. REVOLUTIONARY SOCIALISM 

For the present I know no better phrase. I think democratic socialism more 
accurate and more descriptive than the old phrase, social democracy. It is 
also more accurate and more descriptive than the phrase, revolutionary so- 
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cialism, popular with many socialists in the dark days of the thirties. The 
socialism which will c?:ry society toward a fellowship of free men will, in 
the best sense of the word, be revolutionary. But the profound change which 
it seeks will not be achieved in one blinding apocalypse. The working class 
is not the Messiah which some of us thought. The Good Society will be 
achieved by a process each stage of which must bring blessing to those who 
live in that era. It will not be achieved in America by the violence commonly 
associated with the word, revolution. Systematic violence in our modern 
complex civilization wherein the weapons of violence are so deadly and in- 
discriminate in their effects, will defile and cripple by its very nature the kind 
of society which allegedly it may seek. 

As a practical matter, a revolutionary socialism which disregards the nor- 
mal democratic and constitutional processes in a country like America would 
become revolutionary communism — or maybe even a neo-fascism. The com- 
munists have already obtained a virtual monopoly on the necessary practices 
of violence and deceit. They are on the field. There may be countries where 
some revolutionary activity against tyranny can be socialist in its control and 
objectives. America is not one of those countries. Indeed, looking back on 
history since World War 1, one cannot cite a country in which revolutionary 
violence has been steadily and successfully employed to any other than a 
fascist or communist end. 

In the present mood of Americans, it seems hardly necessary to say these 
things. They were worth saying in the thirties. They may conceivably be 
worth saying again in some time of great unemployment or new world war 
or other disaster. Assuredly it is the business of the democratic socialist to 
help avert that kind of disaster which will not open the door to socialism but 
to grim dictatorial tyranny. We cannot afford to let things get worse in order 
that they may get better. 

There is an appeal especially to the young in the all or nothing approach. 
Many men warm to the notion of one decisive conflict and dedication to a 
militant cause. To them my description of democratic socialism may not 
offer an equivalent appeal. I cannot close my plea for it in any other way 
than by asking you, my readers, to search your minds and hearts. Do you 
know a greater or nobler challenge than to take your part as citizens, neigh- 
bors, workers, thinkers, in the processes by which we may the better use our 
marvelous technology, our democratic institutions, the state and other basic 
forms of human associations, in the march toward the goal of a world-wide 
fellowship of free men ? Each stage of the journey, each victory of peace and 
freedom will bring its rich reward. 



Chapter XH 


PLAN OR NO PLAN? 


A generation can hardly be called well ordered 
which in the span of twenty-five years has suffered from the two greatest 
wars in history, interrupted — to make the chaos complete — by the severest 
economic depression on record. The clamor for planning, for economic sta- 
bility at home, and for peace in the world, has therefore expressed, know- 
ingly and unknowingly, the yearning for salvation from chaos and disorder. 
Mankind has lost the cheerful faith of the late eighteenth century that we 
live in the best of worlds, that there is a natural harmony in society, and, 
therefore, the less interference the better. 

In his paper on “Authority and Social Change,” read at the Harvard Ter- 
centenary Ck)nfcrcnce in 1936, John Dewey raises the question, in view of 
the apparent intractability of human problems, where there are “resources 
that have not as yet been tried out in the large field of human relations, 
resources that arc available and that carry with them the potential promise 
of successful application.” Dewey’s answer is that the untried resource in 
the field of human and social relationships is “the utilization of organized 
intelligence, the manifold benefits and values of which wc have substantial 
anti reliable evidence in the narrower field of science.” The application of 
scientific metht)ds, of organized intelligence, would save humanity from the 
two extremes t)f authoritative power and unregulated individual freedom, to 
which “most of the sorrows and defeats of the past” may be attributed. 

In I'hc Good Society (1937), Walter Lippmann was probably one of the 
first American writers to attack planning as a dangerous tendency, leading 
eventually to totalitarianism and misery. He drew his main ideas from the 
works of Ludwig von Mises, an Austrian economist who, as early as 1922, 
in Socialism, had proved its impossibility. Lippmann’s chief conclusion is 
that planning is intimately connected with dictatorship and war. In 1937 
planning was mainly identified with the militaristic systems of the Fascist 
Axis, or with the totalitarian one-party regime in the Soviet Union. After 
World War II, planning greatly expanded in nations that were governed by 
democratic socialist administrations (England, New Zealand, Scandinavia, 
Australia). Whether these countries will end in oligarchies preparing for 
wars of aggression is more than doubtful. 

The most famous anti-planning book is Friedrich A. Hayek’s The Road to 
Serfdom (1944). Its importance was immediately recognized, being digested 
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in The Reader's Digest, and distributed widely by many agencies, from the 
Standard Oil Co. (N. J.) to the Book-of-thc-Month Club. Hayek is an econo- 
mist who is familiar with Continental thinking, having lived in Austria most 
of his early life, as well as with British problems, having settled in England 
for about two decades before coming to the United States. The tenor of his 
book is his anxiety that, just as socialism in Germany was followed by Nazi 
totalitarianism, so would the collectivist trend in England and the United 
States be followed by a drift toward the destruction of democracy. If the 
political background of Germany were about the same as that of England 
and the United States, Hayek ’s case would be incontrovertible. Hayek is per- 
suaded that in a planned economy “the worst get to the tc^.” The Gestapo, 
the concentration camps, and the murder camps are, according to Hayek’s 
argument, the result of planning necessarily ending in totalitarianism, rather 
than phenomena of fascist or communist politics. Hayek is also seriously 
concerned about the incompatibility of planning with the rule of law. He sees 
in the collectivist movement a dangerous trend of substituting bureaucratic, 
irresponsible orders for the impartiality of the rule of law. Planning in 
Britain under the Labor Government (1945-1951) did not confirm Hayek’s 
fear that “intolerance and brutal suppression of dissent, deception and spying, 
the complete disregard of the life and happiness of the individual are essential 
and unavoidable” from the “collectivist standpoint.” 

In On the Agenda of Democracy (1941) Charles Merriam analyzes the 
experience of America in the field of planning, as well as its potential future. 
He injects into the discussion of planning a note of sanity by showing that 
planning was not invented by New Deal brain trusters, but has a long and 
honorable record in the history of the United States from its beginning. The 
Constitution was the first great act of planning, and the “Constitutional 
Convention itself was a large-scale planning board.” A strong believer in the 
desirability of a “mixed economy” of private and public enterprise, Merriam 
warns that “free enterprise has far more to fear from lack of planning than 
from its development and application to national resources.” 

One of the most original analyses of the basic issues of planning will be 
found in a short book, The Principles of Economic Planning (1949), by W. 
Arthur Lewis, a British economist. Written for the Fabian Society, The 
Principles of Economic Planning denies that the nationalization of industry 
is essential to planning, and maintains that “there is no case for nationalizing 
the whole economy.” The real issue is not between planning or no planning, 
but between planning by direction or inducement. In the former case, the 
government tries to get the right things done by direct control and regula- 
tion of output, prices, and labor. Using inducement, the government indi- 
rectly encourages economic activities through the budgcl and other finan- 
cial measures, thus avoiding the two main defects of planning by direction: 
bureaucratic centralization and economic inefficiency. Far from rejecting the 
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free market as the normal mechanism of economic adjustment, Lewis, a 
socialist, holds that “our aim should be to preserve free markets wherever 
possible.” 


JOHN DEWEY 


1 . Science and Society* 


The scene which the world exhibits to the observer at the present xime is 
so obviously one of ^'eneral instability, insecurity, and increasing conflict — 
both within nations and between them — that I cannot conceive that any one 
will deny the desirability of efTccting and enstating some organic union of 
freedom and authority. Lnormous doubt will well exist, however, as to the 
possibility of establishing any social system in which the union is practically 
embodied. 'Khis question, it will be justly urged, is the issue that emerges 
even if the substantial validity of the points so far made is admitted. In fact, 
it may even he justly urged that this question confronts us as the controlling 
and decisive question just because, or to the degree that, the validity of my 
argument thus far is granted. 

The weight of the evidence of the past is assuredly strongly against the 
realization of any such possibility. As far as the idea of organized authority 
is concerned, the pathos of the collective life of mankind on this planet is its 
exhibition of the dire human need for some authority; while its ever-mount- 
ing tragedy is due to the fact that the need has been repeatedly betrayed by 
the very institutions that claimed to satisfy it. That all is not well, on the 
other hand, with the principle of individualistic freedom in the form in 
which it has Ixrcn influential up to now, is shown by more than one fact in 
the present scene of discord and insecurity. Above all is this manifested by 
the recrudescence of the principle of authority in its most extreme and primi- 
tive form — the rise of dictatorships. 

As if in substantiation of the old idea that nature abhors a vacuum, it 
might be contended that economic competitive individualism, free from so- 
cial control, had created a moral and social vacuum which recourse to dic- 
tatorships is filling. In many countries, the demand for collective and or- 
ganized guidance and support has become so urgent that the very idea of 
individual freedom has gone into the discard and become an ideal, not to be 
praised, but to l>c despi.sed. The regime of economic individualistic liberty is 

•From John Dewey, "Authorjiy and Social Change” (1936; reprinted in John Dewey's 
Philosophy, ed. by Joseph Ratner, Random House, 1939). By permission of Henry Holt and 
Company, holders of the copyright. 
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attacked by dictatorships from both the right and the le t. In countries in 
which there are no open and acknowledged dictatorships, the conceptions of 
liberty and individualism seem to be losing their magic force; and security, 
discipline, order, and solidarity are, by social transfer, acquiring magic 
power in their stead. The actual concrete conditions that produce resort to 
dictatorships vary from country to country. But the phenomenon is so wide- 
spread it demands a generalized explanation. The most obvious one is the 
virtual bankruptcy and moribund state of a regime of individual initiative 
and enterprise conducted for private gain and subject to no control by recog- 
nized, collective authority. 

Neither the past nor the present affords, then, any ground for expecting 
that the adjustment of authority and freedom, stability and change, will be 
achieved by following old paths. The idea that any solution at all can ever 
be attained may seem to some romantic and utopian. But the most fantasti- 
cally unrealistic of all notions is the widely prevalent belief that we can at- 
tain enduring stable authority by employing or re-exhuming the institutional 
means tried in the past; equally fantastic is the belief that the assured free- 
dom of individuals can be secured by pitting individuals against one another 
in a pitiless struggle for material possessions and economic power. The issue, 
in my judgment, can be narrowed down to this question: Are there 
resources that have not as yet been tried out in the large field of human re- 
lations, resources that are available and that carry with them the potential 
promise of successful application? 

In raising this question I am aware that it is almost inevitable that what I 
have said about the human necessity for some kind of collective authority 
to give individuals direction in their relations with one another, and to give 
them the support that comes from a sense of solidarity, will appear to be a 
plea for a return to some kind of social control brought about through, and 
perpetuated by, external institutional means. If my question is so taken, then 
the criticism I have made of the alliance that has taken place between the 
principle of individual freedom and private initiative and enterprise in eco- 
nomic matters will necessarily also seem to be merely an argument for social 
control by means of a collective planned economy — put forward, of course, 
with some change in vocabulary. However, the argument in fact cuts in 
both directions. It indicates that while movements in the direction of collec- 
tive, planned economy may cure evils from which we arc now suffering, it 
will in the end go the way of all past attempts at organization of authorita- 
tive power unless some hitherto untried means are utilized on a large and 
systematic scale for bringing into life the desired and desirable organic co- 
ordination. Otherwise we shall finally find ourselves repeating on a different 
plane the old struggle between social organization and individual freedom, 
with the oscillation from one principle to the other that has so characteristi- 
cally marked the past. 
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The resource that has not yet been tried on any large scale, in the broad 
field of human, social relationships is the utilization of organized intelli- 
gence, the manifold benefits and values of which wc have substantial and 
reliable evidence in the narrower field of science. 

Within a limited area, the collective intelligence which is exemplified in 
the growth and application of scientific method has already become authori- 
tative. It is authoritative in the field of beliefs regarding the structure of 
nature and relevant to our understanding of physical events. To a consider- 
able extent, the same statement holds true of beliefs about historical person- 
ages and historical events — especially with those that are sufficiently remote 
from the pre.scnt time. When we turn to the practical side, we see that the 
same mctliod is supreme in controlling and guiding our active dealings with 
material things and physical energies. To a large and significant extent, the 
Ilaconian proj)hccy that knowledge is power of control has been realized in 
this |)articiilar, somewhat narrowly circumscribed area. To be sure, it cannot 
be said that intelligence, operating by the methods that constitute science, has 
as yet com[)letely won undisputed right and authority to control beliefs even 
in the restricted physical field. Hut organized intelligence has made an ad- 
vance that is truly surprising when we consider the short time in which it 
has functioned and the powerful foes against which it had to make its way: 
the foes of inertia, of old, long-established traditions and habits — inertia, tra- 
ditions, and habits all of them entrenched in forms of institutional life that 
arc elTulgent with the prestige of time, that are enveloped in the glamor of 
imaginative appeal, and that are crowned, severally and collectively, with an 
emotional halo made of the values that men most prize. 

The record of the struggle that goes by the name of “conflict between 
science and religion,’’ or, if you please, “conflict between theology and 
science,’’ was cs.scntially a conflict of claims to exercise social authority. It was 
not a conflict just between two sets of theoretical beliefs, but between two 
alignments of social forces — one which was old and had institutional power 
that it did not hesitate to use, and one which was new and striving and crav- 
ing for recognition against gigantic odds. 

What is pertinent, what is deeply significant to the theme of the relation 
between collective authority and freedom, is that the progress of intelligence 
—as exemplified in this summary story of scientific advance — exhibits their 
organic, effective union. Science has made its way by releasing, not by sup- 
pressing, the elements of variation, of invention and innovation, of novel 
creation in individuals. It is as true of the history of modern sciences as it is 
of the history of painting or music that its advances have been initiated by 
individuals who freed themselves from the bonds of tradition and custom 
whenever they found the latter hampering their own powers of reflection, 
observation, and construction. 

In spite of science’s dependence for its development upon the free initia- 
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tivc, invention, and enterprise of individual inquirers, the authority of 
science issues from and is based upon collective activity, cooperatively organ- 
ized. Even when, temporarily, the ideas put forth in science by individuals 
sharply diverge from received beliefs, the method used is a public and open 
method which succeeds only as it tends to produce agreement, unity of be- 
lief among all who labored in the same field Every scientific inquirer, even 
when he deviates most widely from current ideas, depends upon methods 
and conclusions that arc a common possession and not of private ownership, 
even though all of the methods and conclusions may at some time have been 
initially the product of private invention. The contribution the scientific in- 
quirer makes is collectively tested and developed and, in the measure that it 
is cooperatively confirmed, becomes a part of the common fund of the in- 
tellectual commonwealth. 

One can most easily recognize the difference between the aim and opera- 
tion of the free individual in the sphere of science and in that of current in- 
dividualistic economic enterprise by stretching the fancy to the point of 
imagining a scientific inquirer adopting the standards of the business entre- 
preneur. Imagine the scientific man who should say that his conclusion was 
scientific and in so saying maintain that it was also the product of his private 
wants and efforts goading him on to seek his private advantage. The mere 
suggestion of such an absurdity vividly discloses the gap that divides the 
manifestations of individual freedom in these two areas of human activity. 
The suggestion brings into bold relief and in typical form the kind of in- 
dividual freedom that is both supported by collective, organic authority and 
that in turn changes and is encouraged to change and develop, by its own 
operations, the authority upon which it depends. 

The thesis that the operation of cooperative intelligence as displayed in 
science is a working model of the union of freedom and authority does not 
slight the fact that the method has operated up to the present in a limited 
and relatively technical area. On the contrary, it emphasizes that fact. If the 
method of intelligence had been employed in any large field in the compre- 
hensive and basic area of the relations of human beings to one another in 
social life and institutions, there would be no present need for our argument. 
The contrast between the restricted scope of its use and the possible range 
of its application to human relations— -political, economic, and moral — is out- 
standing and depressing. It is this very contrast that defines the great prob- 
lem that has to be solved. 

No consideration of the problem is adequate that does not take into ac- 
count one fact about the development of the modern individualistic move- 
ment in industry and business. There is a suppressed premise in all the 
claims and reasonings of the individualistic school. All the beneficial changes 
that have been produced are attributed to the free play of individuals seeking 
primarily their own profit as isolated individuals. But in fact, the entire 
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modern industrial development is the fruit of the technological applications 
of science. By and large, the economic changes of recent centuries have been 
parasitic upon the advances made in natural science. There is not a single 
process involved in the production and distribution of goods that is not de- 
pendent upon the utilization of results which are consequences of the 
method of collective, organic intelligence working in mathematics, physics, 
and chemistry. To speak baldly, it is a plain falsehood that the advances 
which the defenders of the existing regime point to as justification for its 
continuance are due to mere individualistic initiative and enterprise. Individ- 
ualistic initiative and enterprise have sequestered and appropriated the fruits 
of crjilecfive cooperative intelligence. This they have done alone. But without 
the aid and suj)pt)rt of organized intelligence they would have been impotent 
—perhaps even in those activities in which they have shown themselves to be 
socially most powerful. 

In sum, the great weakness of the historic movement that has laid claim 
to the title of liberalism and that has proclaimed its operating purpose to be 
that of securing and protecting the freedom of individuals — the great weak- 
ness oi this movement has been its failure to recognize that the true and 
final source of change has been, and now is, the corporate intelligence em- 
bodied in science. The principle, as 1 have already said, cuts in two direc- 
tions. In so far as the attempts that arc now being made in the direction of 
org.imzed social control and planned economy ignore the role of scientific 
intelligeiuc, in so far as these attempts depend upon and turn for support to 
external institutional changes affected for the most part by force, just so far 
are they ic-cnstating reliance upon the method of external authority that has 
always broken down in the past. For a time, while in need of security and a 
sense ami feeling of solidarity, men will submit to authority of this kind. 
Hut if history shows anything, it shows that the variable factors in indi- 
viduals cannot be permanently suppressed or completely eradicated. The 
principle of individual freedom expressed in the modern individualistic 
movement is deeply rooted in the constitution of human beings. The truth 
embodied in it cannot die no matter how much force is brought down upon 
if. The tragedy of the movement is that it misconceived and misplaced the 
source and scat of this principle of freedom. But the attempt to uproot and ' 
eliminate this principle on behalf of the assurance of security and attainment 
of solidarity by means of external authority is doomed to ultimate defeat no 
matter what its temporary victories. 

T here is no need to dwell upon the enormous obstacles that stand in the 
way of extending from its present limited field to the larger field of human 
relation the control of organized intelligence, operating through the release 
of individual jx)wcrs and capabilities. There is the weight of past history on 
the side of those who arc cynical or pessimistic about the possibility of achiev- 
ing this humanly desirable and humanly necessary task. I do not predict that 
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the extension will ever be effectively actualized. But 1 ilo claim that the 
problem of the relation of authority and freedom, of stability and change, if 
it can be solved, will be solved in this way. The failure of I'ther methods and 
the desperateness of the present situation will be a spur »o some to do their 
best to make the extension actual. They know that to hold in advance of 
trial that success is impossible is a way of condemning humanity to that fu- 
tile and destructive oscillation between authoritative power and unregulated 
individual freedom to which we may justly attribute most of the sorrows 
and defeats of the past. They are aware of the slow processes of history and 
of the unmeasured stretch of time that lies ahead of mankind. They do not 
expect any speedy victory in the execution of the most difficult task human 
beings ever set their hearts and minds to attempt. They are, however, 
buoyed by the assurance that no matter how slight the immediate effect of 
their efforts, they are themselves, in their trials, exemplifying one of the first 
principles of the method of scientific intelligence. For they are projecting 
into events a large and comprehensive idea by experimental methods that 
correct and mature the method and the idea in the very process of trial. The 
very desperateness of the situation is, for such as these, but a spur to 
sustained, courageous effort. 


WALTER LIPPMANN 


2. Planning versus Democracy* 


The primary factor which makes civilian planning incalculable is the free- 
dom of the people to spend their income. Planning is theoretically possible 
only if consumption is rationed. For a plan of production is a plan of con- 
sumption. If the authority is to decide what shall be produced, it has already 
decided what shall be consumed. In military planning that is precisely what 
takes place: the authorities decide what the army shall consume and what 
of the national product shall be left for the civilians. No economy can, there- 
fore, be planned for civilians unless there is such scarcity that the necessities 
of existence can be rationed. As productivity rises above the subsistence level, 
free spending becomes possible. A planned production to meet a free demand 
is a contradiction in terms and as meaningless as a square circle. 

It follows, too, that a plan of production is incompatible with voluntary 

•From Walter Lippmann, The Good Society (1937). By permission of Little, Brown fle Com- 
pany and The Atlantic Monthly Preas. 
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labor, with freedom to choose an occupation. A plan of production is not 
only a plan of consumption, but a plan of how long, at what, and where the 
people shall work. By no possible manipulation of wage rates could the 
planners attract to the various jobs precisely the right number of wotkers. 
Under voluntary labor, particularly with consumption rationed and stand- 
ardized, the unpleasant jobs would be avoided and the good jobs over- 
crr)wdcd. Therefore the inevitable and necessary complement of the ration- 
ing of consumption is the conscription of labor, cither by overt act of law or 
by driving workers into the undesirable jobs by offering them starvation as 
the alternative. This is, of course, exactly what happens in a thoroughly mili 
tarized stare. 

The conscription of labor and the rationing of consumption arc not to be 
regarded as transitional or as accidental devices in a planned economy. They 
arc the very substance of it. To make a five-year plan of what a whole nation 
shall produce is to determine how it shall labor and what it shall receive. It 
can receive only what the plan provides. It can obtain what the plan provides 
only by doing the work which the plan calls for. It must do that work or the 
plan is a failure; it must accept what the plan yields in the way of goods or 
it must do without. 

All this is perfectly understood in an army or in war time when a whole 
nation is in arms. The civilian planner can not avoid the rationing and the 
conscription, for they arc the very essence of his proposal. There is no escape. 

If t\\c people arc free to reject the rations, the plan Is frustrated; It they are 
free to work less or at different occupations than those prescribed, the plan 
cannot be executed. Therefore their labor and their standards of living have 
to be dictated by the planning board or by some sovereign power superior to 
the board. In a militarized society that sovereign power is the general staff. 

But who, in a civilian society, is to decide what is to be the specific content 
of the abundant life.^ It cannot be the people deciding by referendum or 
through a majority of their elected representatives. For if the sovereign 
power to pick the plan is in the people, the power to amend it is there also at 
all times. Now a plan subject to change from month to month or even from 
year to year is not a plan; if the decision has been taken to make ten million 
cars at $500 and one million suburban houses at $3000, the people cannot 
change their minds a year later, scrap the machinery to make the cars, aban- 
don the houses when they are partly built, and decide to produce instead 
skyscraper apartment houses and underground railroads. 

There is, in short, no way by which the objectives of a planned economy 
can be made to depend upon popular decision. They must be imposed by an 
oligarchy of some sort,^ and that oligarchy must, if the plan is to be carried 

* Which may, of courie, let the people ratify the plan once and irrevocably by plebiscite, as in 
the German and Italian plebiscites. 
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through) be irresponsible in matters of policy. Individual oligarchs might, 
of course, be held accountable for breaches of the law just as generals can be 
court-martialed. But their policy can no more be made a matter of contin- 
uous accountability to the voters than the strategic arrangements of the 
generals can be determined by the rank and tile. The planning board or 
their superiors have to determine what the life and labor of the peoplie shall 
be. 

Not only is it impossible for the people to control the plan, but, what is 
more, the planners must control the people. They must be despots who tol- 
erate no effective challenge to their authority. Therefore civilian planning is 
compelled to presuppose that somehow the despots who climb to power will 
be benevolent — that is to say, will know and desire the supreme good of their 
subjects. This is the implicit premise of all the books which recommend the 
establishment of a planned economy in a civilian society. They paint an en- 
trancing vision of what a benevolent despotism could do. They ask — never 
very clearly, to be sure — that somehow the people should surrender the plan- 
ning of their existence to “engineers,” “experts,” and “technologists,” to 
leaders, saviors, heroes. This is the political premise of the whole collectivist 
philosophy: that the dictators will be patriotic or class-conscious, whichever 
term seems the more eulogistic to the orator. It is the premise, too, of the 
whole philosophy of regulation by the state, currently regarded as progres- 
sivism. Though it is disguised by the illusion that a bureaucracy accountable 
to a majority of voters, and susceptible to the pressure of organized minor- 
ities, is not exercising compulsion, it is evident that the more varied and 
comprehensive the regulation becomes, the more the state becomes a despotic 
power as against the individual. For the fragment of control over the govern- 
ment which he exercises through his vote is in no effective sense propor- 
tionate to the authority exercised over him by the government. 

Benevolent despots might indeed be found. On the other hand they might 
not be. They may appear at one time; they may not appear at another. The 
people, unless they choose to face the machine guns on the barricades, can 
take no steps to see to it that benevolent despots are selected and the malev- 
olent cashiered. They cannot select their despots. The despots must select 
themselves, and, no matter whether they are good or bad, they will continue 
in office as long as they can suppress rebellion and escape assassination. 

Thus, by a kind of tragic irony, the search for security and a rational 
society, if it seeks salvation through political authority, ends in the most 
irrational form of government imaginable— in the dictatorship of casual oli- 
garchs, who have no hereditary title, no constitutional origin or responsibil- 
ity, who cannot be replaced except bv violence. The reformers who are stak- 
ing their hopes on good despots, because they are so eager to plan the future, 
leave unplanned that on which all their hopes depend. Because a planned 
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society must be one in which the people obey their rulers, there can be no 
plan to find the planners: the selection of the despots who are to make so- 
ciety so rational and so secure has to be left to the insecurity of irrational 
chance. 


FRIEDRICH A. HAYEK 


3. Road to Serfdom* 


Nothing distinguishes more clearly conditions in a free country from 
tht)se in a country under arbitrary government than the observance in the 
former of the great principles known as the Rule of Law. Stripped of all 
technicalities, this means that government in all its actions is bound by rules 
fixed and announced beforehand — rules which make it possible to foresee 
with fair certainly how the authority will use its coercive powers in given 
circumstances and to plan one’s individual affairs on the basis of this knowl- 
edge.' Though this ideal can never be perfectly achieved, since legislators as 
well as those to whom the administration of the law is intrusted are fallible 
men, the essential point, that the discretion left to the executive organs wield- 
ing coercive power should be reduced as much as possible, is clear enough. 
While every law restricts individual freedom to some extent by altering the 
means which peojdc may use in the pursuit of their aims, under the Rule of 
Law the government is prevented from stultifying individual efforts by ad 
hoc action. Within the known rules of the game the individual is free to 
pursue his personal ends and desires, certain that the powers of government 
will not be used deliberately to frustrate his efforts. 

The distinction we have drawn before between the creation of a perma- 

• From Friedrich A. Hayrk, The Road to Serfdom (University of Chicago Press, 1944). By 
permission. 

‘ .According to the classical exposition by A. V. Dicey in The Law 0} the Constitution (8th 
ed.), p. KjS, the Rule of l.a\v "means, in the first place, the absolute supremacy or predominance 
t»f regular law as opposed to the influence of arbitrary power, and excludes the existence of 
arbitr.iruiess, of prerogative, tir even of wide discretionary authority on the part of government.” 
Largeli as a result of Dicey’s w»)rk the term has, however, in England acquired a narrower tech- 
nical meaning which does not concern us here. The wider and tildcr meaning of the concept of 
the rule or reign of law. which in England had bect-mc an established tradition which was more 
taken loi granted than discussed, has been most fully elaborated, just because it raised what were 
new problems there, in the early ninctecnth-century discussion in Germany about the nature of 
the Ret htsstaat. 
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nent framework of laws within which the productive activity is guided by 
individual decisions and the direction of economic activity by a central au- 
thority is thus really a particular case of the more general distinction between 
the Rule of Law and arbitrary government. Under the first the government 
confines itself to fixing rules determining the conditions under which the 
available resources may be used, leaving to the individuals the decision for 
what ends they are to be used. Under the second the government directs the 
use of the means of production to particular ends. The first type of rules can 
be made in advance, in the shape of formal rules which do not aim at the 
wants and needs of particular people. They are intended to be merely in- 
strumental in the pursuit of people’s various individual ends. And they are, 
or ought to be, intended for such long periods that it is impossible to know 
whether they will assist particular people more than others. They could 
almost be described as a kind of instrument of production, helping people 
to predict the behavior of those with whom they must collaborate, rather 
than as efforts toward the satisfaction of particular needs. 

Economic planning of the collectivist kind necessarily involves the very 
opposite of this. The planning authority cannot confine itself to providing 
opportunities for unknown people to make whatever use of them they like. It 
cannot tie itself down in advance to general and formal rules which prevent 
arbitrariness. It must provide for the actual needs of people as they arise and 
then choose deliberately between them. It must constantly decide questions 
which cannot be answered by formal principles only, and, in making these 
decisions, it must set up distinctions of merit between the needs of different 
people. When the government has to decide how many pigs are to be raised 
or how many busses are to be run, which coal mines arc to operate, or at 
what prices shoes are to be sold, these decisions cannot be deduced from 
formal principles or settled for long periods in advance. They depend in- 
evitably on the circumstances of the moment, and, in making such decisions, 
It will always be necessary to balance one against the other the interests of 
various persons and groups. In the end somebody’s views will have to decide 
whose interests are more important; and these views must become part of the 
law of the land, a new distinction of rank which the coercive apparatus of 
government imposes upon the people. 

The distinction we have just used between formal law or justice and sub- 
stantive rules is very important and at the same time most difficult to draw 
precisely in practice. Yet the general principle involved is simple enough. 
The difference between the two kinds of rules is the same as that between 
laying down a Rule of the Road, as in the Highway Code, and ordering 
people where to go; or, better still, between providing signposts and com- 
manding people which road to take. The formal rules tell people in advance 
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what action the state will take in certain types of situation, defined in general 
terms, without reference to time and place or particular people. They refer 
to typical situations into which anyone may get and in which the existence 
of such rules will be useful for a great variety of individual purposes. The 
knowledge that in such situations the state will act in a definite way, or re- 
quire people to behave in a certain manner, is provided as a means for people 
to use in making their own plans. Formal rules are thus merely instrumental 
in the sense that they are expected to be useful to yet unknown people, for 
purposes for which these people will decide to use them, and in circum- 
stances which cannot be foreseen in detail. In fact, that we do not know their 
concrete effect, that we do not know what particular ends these rules will 
further, or which particular people they will assist, that they are merely given 
the form most likely on the whole to benefit all the people affected by them, 
is the most important criterion of formal rules in the sense in which we here 
use this term. They do not involve a choice between particular ends or partic- 
ular people, because we just cannot know beforehand by whom and in 
what way they will be used. 

In our age, with its passion for conscious control of everything, it may ap- 
pear paradoxical to claim as a virtue that under one system we shall know 
less about the particular effect of the measures the state takes than would be 
true under most other systems and that a method of social control should be 
deemed superior because of our ignorance of its precise results. Yet this 
consideration is in fact the rationale of the great liberal principal of the Rule 
of Law. And the apparent paradox dissolves rapidly when we follow the 
argument a little further. 

This argument is twofold; the first is economic and can here only briefly 
be stated. The state should confine itself to establishing rules applying to 
general types of situations and should allow the individuals freedom in 
everything which depends on the circumstances of time and place, because 
only the individuals concerned in each instance can fully know these circum- 
stances and adapt their actions to them. If the individuals are to be able to 
use their knowledge effectively in making plans, they must be able to predict 
actions of the state which may affect these plans. But if the actions of the 
state arc to be predictable they must be determined by rules fixed independ- 
ently of the concrete circumstances which can be neither foreseen nor taken 
into account beforehand: and the particular effects of such actions will be 
unpredictable. If, on the other hand, the state were to direct the individual’s 
actions so as to achieve particular ends, its action would have to be decided 
on the basis of the full circumstances of the moment and would therefore 
be unpredictable. Hence the familiar fact that the more the state “plans,” 
the more difficult planning becomes for the individual. 



PLAN OR NO PLAN? 65Q 

The second, moral or political, argument is even more directly relevant to 
the point under discussion. If the state is precisely to foresee the incidence 
of its actions, it means that it can leave those affected no choice. Wherever 
the state can exactly forsee the effects on particular people of alternative 
courses of action, it is also the state which chooses between the different 
ends. If we want to create new opportunities open to all, to offer chances of 
which people can make what use they like, the precise results cannot be fore- 
seen. General rules, genuine laws as distinguished from specific orders, must 
therefore be intended to operate in circumstances which cannot be foreseen 
in detail, and, therefore, their effect on particular ends or particular people 
cannot be known beforehand. It is in this sense alone that it is at all pos- 
sible for the legislator to be impartial. To be impartial means to have no 
answer to certain questions — to the kind of questions which, if we have 
to decide them, we decide by tossing a coin. In a world where everything 
was precisely foreseen, the state could hardly do anything and remain im- 
partial. 

Where the precise effects of government policy on particular people are 
known, where the government aims directly at such particular effects, it can- 
not help knowing these ejects, and therefore it cannot be impartial. It must, 
of necessity, take sides, impose its valuations upon people and, instead of as- 
sisting them in the advancement of their own ends, choose the ends for 
them. As soon as the particular effects are foreseen at the time a law is made, 
it ceases to be a mere instrument to be used by the people and becomes in- 
stead an instrument used by the lawgiver upon the people and for his ends. 
The state ceases to be a piece of utilitarian machinery intended to help in- 
dividuals in the fullest development of their individual personality and be- 
comes a “moral” institution — where “moral” is not used in contrast to im- 
moral but describes an institution which imposes on its members its views 
on all moral questions, whether these views be moral or highly immoral. In 
this sense the Nazi or any other collectivist state is “moral,” while the liberal 
state is not. 

Perhaps it will be said that all this raises no serious problem because in the 
kind of questions which the economic planner would have to decide he 
need not and should not be guided by his individual prejudices but could 
rely on the general conviction of what is fair and reasonable. This conten- 
tion usually receives support from those who have experience of planning 
in a particular industry and who find that there is no insuperable difficulty 
about arriving at a decision which fU those immediately interested will ac- 
cept as fair. The reason why this experience proves nothing is, of course, the 
selection of the “interests” concerned when planning is confined to a particu- 
lar industry. Those most immediately interested in a particular issue are not 
necessarily the best judges of the interests of society as a whole. To take only 
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the most characteristic case: when capital and labor in an industry agree on 
some policy of restriction and thus exploit the consumers, there is usually no 
difficulty about the division of the spoils in proportion to former earnings 
or on some similar principle. The loss which is divided between thousands 
or millions is usually cither simply disregarded or quite inadequately con- 
sidered. If we want to test the usefulness of the principle of “fairness” in 
deciding the kind of issues which arise in economic planning, we must ap- 
ply it to some question where the gains and the losses are seen equally 
clearly. In such instances it is readily recognized that no general principle such 
as fairness can provide an answer. When we have to choose between higher 
wages for nurses or doctors and more extensive services for the sick, more 
milk for children and better wages for agricultural workers, or between 
employment for the unemployed or better wages for those already em- 
ployed, nothing short of a complete system of values in which every want 
of every person or group as a definite place is necessary to provide an 
answer. 

In fact, as planning becomes more and more extensive, it becomes regu- 
larly necessary to qualify legal provisions increasingly by reference to what is 
“fair” or “reasonable”; this means that it becomes necessary to leave the 
decision of the concrete case more and more to the discretion of the judge 
or authority in que.sti(jn. One could write a history of the decline of the Rule 
of Law, the disappearance of the Rcchtsstaat, in terms of the progres.sive in- 
troduction of these vague formulas into legislation and jurisdiction, and of 
the increasing arbitrariness and uncertainty of, and the consequent disrespect 
for, the law and the judicature, which in these circumstances could not but 
become an instrument of policy. It is important to point out once more in 
this connection that this process of the decline of the Rule of Law had been 
going on steadily in ('icrmany for some time l^efore Hitler came into power 
and that a policy well advanced toward totalitarian planning had already 
done a great ileal of the work which Hitler completed. 

There can be no doubt that planning necessarily involves deliberate dis- 
crimination between particular needs of dificrent people, and allowing one 
man to do what another must be prevented from doing. It must lay down 
by a legal rule how well olT particular people shall be and what different 
people are to be allowed to have and do. It means in effect a return to the 
rule of status, a reversal of the “movement of progressive societies” which, 
in the famous phrase of Sir Henry Maine, “has hitherto been a movement 
from status to contract.” Indeed, the Rule of Law, more than the rule of 
contract, should probably be regarded as the true opposite of the rule of 
status. It is the Rule of Law, in the sense of the rule of formal law, the absence 
of legal privileges of particular people designated by authority, which safe- 
guards that equality before the law which is|the opposite of arbitrary govern- 
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CHARLES E. MERRIAM 


4. Planning: America? § Experience* 


From the beginning of our national life various forms of planning have 
been in evidence. The industrial situation confronting the founders of this 
republic was one of widespread distress, insecurity, and depression of the 
most anxious type. They deliberately planned a way out, when most men 
held that even government could not be planned. The Constitution itself was 
an economico-political plan on a grand scale, not only providing a demo- 
cratic frame of government, but also setting up special plans for dealing 
with currency, tariffs, interstate commerce, and international relations. Jus- 
tice was the first term in the preamble and liberty the last, but between 
them came the general welfare, common defense, and domestic tranquillity. 
The Constitutional Convention itself was a large-scale planning board. 

Alexander Hamilton’s well-known Report on Manufactures presented in 
1791 was an impressive consideration of national policy in industry and re- 
lated fields of American interest. In broad terms Hamilton set out the na- 
tional problems of economics and government and suggested specific lines 
of policy to be followed. The report on internal improvements drawn up by 
President Jefferson’s Secretary of the Treasury, Albert Gallatin, was almost 
equally notable. Henry Clay developed later (1820) the famous “American 
system,’’ in which tariff and internal improvements occupied a conspicuous 
place. It is clear that the encouragement of manufactures by a policy of 
protection began as a systematic planning procedure, though later it degen- 
erated at times into a free-for-all scramble for favors. 

The land policy of the United Suites was planned with similar delibera- 
tion. It began with the abolition of the system of primogeniture and entail, 
the basis of the British system of political and economic power. The “grand 
plan” of John Quincy Adams for the management of the national domain 
was not followed; but the later development of the American homestead 
policy (1862) was designed to give a homestead at a nominal cost to prac- 
tically all prospective settlers. 

Our public educational policy rested in large part upon the broad grants 
of public lands given — two sections per township—for school purposes, with 
additional amounts for land-grant colleges. All this was notable national 
planning as of that day and age, democratic in purpose and method and 
highly successful in producing results. Those who prefer not to call this 

* From Charles E. Merriam, On the Agenda of Democracy (The Godkin Lectures, Harvard 
University Press, 1941). By permission. 
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planning may, of course, apply some other term, but that will not change 
the spirit and temper of the work of the first great national planners who 
laid broad foundations for the republic of their dreams. Down to the Civil 
War, no country in the world had made bolder and more successful experi- 
ments in the field of government and economics alike than the United 
States. 

Following that war, planning centered for several decades in large-scale 
private industries, such as had scarcely been known theretofore. Giant enter- 
prises began to dominate whole areas of industry, and to operate them in 
increasingly unified and systematic fashion, although not always in the pub- 
lic interest. But national planning did not cease. It was resorted to whenever 
the public came to believe that unrestricted business enterprise failed at some 
point to promote the national welfare. Examples of government action de- 
signed to protect public interests are the establishment of the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission in 1887, the passage of the Sherman Antitrust Act of 
1890, the organization of the Federal Trade Commission, and a long series 
of national and state measures having the same general purpose. 

Another step toward national planning was the development of the con- 
servation program designed for the protection of natural resources, under 
the leadership of I heodore Roosevelt. This wide-ranging movement con- 
stituted a striking example of intelligent and forward-looking national 
policy, designed to protect and promote our common interests through vari- 
ous types of controls preventive of wasteful exploitation of our basic re- 
sources. In addition to the plans of the United States Government, similar 
systems and arrangements were set up by several of the stales in various 
fields. 

A more dramatic development of national planning was the “economic 
mobilization” development during the World War through the War Indus- 
tries Board, the War Trade Board, the Shipping Board, the War Labor 
Board, the Food Administration, the Fuel Administration, and the Railroad 
Administration, with their various subsidiaries. Under the stimulus of the 
war objective and national unity of purpose, far-reaching plans were made 
for the utilization of resources, for the ordering of industry, and for the 
focusing of the nation’s strength in military and naval pressure. Nor did 
plans for economic mobilization end with the war. The National Defense 
Act of 1921 is a plan for a national war emergency — a plan which covers 
the wide ranges of industrial life necessarily reorganized for war purposes. 

Though the war-time controls were released promptly after the armistice, 
the speculative boom of 1919-30 and the severe though brief depression of 
1920-21 brought home to everyone the faa that peace has her defeats no 
less than war. The elaborate report on Wasie in lndus$ry. sponsored by the 
American Engineering Council in 1931, was a landmark in a movement 
toward better economic management, and this line was followed by impor- 
tant developments of planning in the Department of Commerce. Trade as- 
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sociations began their rapid growth under the benevolent auspices of the 
United States Government. Attacks upon waste, demands for standardiza- 
tion, simplification, research in production efficiency, long-time plans for 
stabilization and equilibrium in industry, were pressed forward. 

Another notable development was the reorganization of the budgetary 
procedure of the United States Government through the Budget Bureau and 
the Director of the Budget — a reform long advocated and finally accom- 
plished — under President Harding. While many of these powers were al- 
ready in the hands of the President, the deliberate planning of ways and 
means for the exercise of his authority unquestionably had an important 
influence in the direction of systematic scrutiny and control over public ex- 
penditures. The Federal Reserve Bank was set up to be an important agency 
for equilibrium in the field of banking and credit. The organization of the 
Federal Employment Stabilization Board through the efforts of Senator 
Wagner and President Hoover was an attempt to plan expenditures for 
public works over a period of years in relation to business cycles. 

Meanwhile many forms of planning appeared. City planning agencies 
sprang up, reaching now the number of some one thousand. County plan- 
ning boards have been established covering a quarter of our three thousand 
counties. Some forty-five state planning agencies have been established.* Re- 
gional planning committees have been set up and commissions on interstate 
cooperation have been organized by most of the states. Many large-scale 
efforts in the field of planning have been developed by the United States 
Government in the last ten years, beginning with the Reconstruction 
Finance Corporation, the Home Owners’ Loan Corporation, and the Federal 
Employment Stabilization Office under President Hoover. President Roose- 
velt initiated a broad sweep of policies in the field of social legislation. No 
effort is made here to sum up all of the attempts made in this direction. 

Wide ranges of social legislation have been directed at regulation of in- 
dustrial maladjustments. Sometimes these efforts took the form of labot 
legislation and sometimes they were aimed at the correction of corporate 
and other industrial abuses, * 

Notwithstanding differences of judgment regarding cither the policy or 
the administration of these undertakings, there is general agreement that 
many of them have been highly successful. Taken together they illustrate 
the importance of planning our fundamental national policy in the emer- 
gency period upon which we arc now entering. Doubtless many other evi- 
dences of national planning of resources both natural and human will be 
seen. It becomes more and more evident that the fullest use of American 
national resources cannot be obtained without careful and intelligent plan- 
ning — national, state, and local. 

The National Resources Planning Board, created by President Roosevelt 

‘For hittory of state planning, see Clifford J. Hynning, State Conservation of Resources (iQlQ): 
%. A. Walker, The Planning Function in Urban Government. (1941). 
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in 193^, was substantially the projection of the Advisory Council recom- 
mended by President Hoover’s Committee on Recent Social Trends, 1933. 
This body has made many studies of our physical and our human resources. 
The basic data regarding land use, water use, energy resources, long-time 
planning of public works, have been assembled by technicians and carefully 
analy/x-d, and various indicated policies have been suggested. In each of 
these areas broad programs have been outlined. Elaborate analyses have 
been made of the structure of our national economy, of consumer expendi- 
ture, and of consumer income. Reviews of industrial trends and their re- 
lation to employment stabilization, and analyses of industrial-plant location, 
thoroughgoing scrutiny of our relief policy, and indications of a long-time 
method of procedure have been prepared and presented to responsible of- 
ficials. More recently the Board has undertaken the preparation of plans for 
the post-emergency period on a considerable scale. 

Fundamental inquiries have been made into basic factors in the national 
economy: scientific studies of population trends, of inventions and their so- 
cial implications, of research as a national resource— research in government, 
in industry, in university centers. In addition to printed reports, many of 
the results are in the form of interolficc memoranda, and in the shape of 
private reports and memos submitted to the Executive. These taken together 
constitute an important section of the work of the planning agency on what- 
ever level of government it may be found. An advisory agency will find 
that much of its advice is rejected in whole or in part, but this is one of the 
ways in which advisors are distinguished from the responsible policy-de- 
terminers or administrators dealing with operative activities. Advice often 
advances through rcjundabout and even underground channels. There may 
come a moment when the advice long since given comes back with a request 
for a review by the one who gave it. 


W. ARTHUR LEWIS 


5 . Planning: By Inducement or Direction?* 


THE M,\RKET ECONOMY 

Even the greatest worshipper of laisser-faire has never suggested that there 
should be no state. Everyone agrees that there arc certain minimum func- 
tions for which it is absolutely essential. Adam Smith listed defence, justice, 

•From W, .\rthur Lewis, The Prtnuples of Economic Planning (Dennis Dobson and Allen 
and Unwin. 194^). By permissiun. 
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education and roads and communications. Economists following in his foot- 
steps have expanded the list, and reduced it to general principles. Enshrined 
in the textbooks as beyond controversy, the state has duties in respect of 
(a) things which only the state can enforce (e.g. justice, defence); (b) things 
which diffuse benefits for which the beneficiaries cannot be charged (e.g. 
lighthouses) ; and (c) things in which the judgment of the state is superior 
to that of the citizens. This last is a growing category: the state now claims 
to know better than its citizens for how many years they should send their 
children to school, between what hours they should drink, what proportion 
of income should be saved, whether cheap housing is better than cheap ciga- 
rettes, and so on. Whether any particular case fits into one of these categories 
is frequently open to dispute, but the categories are well accepted as laying 
the absolute minimum of functions for the state. 

The case against laisser-faire is much more formidable than this. It rests 
on the following counts. 

First, under a laisser-faire system income is not fairly distributed; and as a 
corollary of this, less urgent goods are produced for wealthy people while 
the poor lack education, health, good food, decent houses and ordinary com- 
forts which could he supplied instead. This is no longer denied. The price 
mechanism rewards people according to the scarcity of the resources (la- 
bour and property) that they possess, but it does not itself contain any 
mechanism for equalising the distribution of scarcities. For justice in distri- 
bution we have clearly to summon the forces of the state. 

The second weakness is related; the market mechanism does not humanise 
the wage relation. This is not a simple issue. Employment for wages arises 
out of the fact that the workers do not own the instruments with which 
they work. Some socialists have wished to abolish this relation altogether by 
redistributing property to the workers, as is done in agrarian revolutions, 
to be worked either individually or in cooperative groups. Any other solu- 
tion, whether it leaves property to capitalists or hands it over to the state, 
retains the wage relation, and can seek only to humanise it by guaranteeing 
the worker’s rights, and by insisting on his sharing in decisions. Of course 
it is arguable that in perfect competition and in full employment employers 
would have to court labour, so that the price mechanism, rid of its imper- 
fections, would ensure to labour protection of its rights. Perhaps it would, 
but the state is a much more certain protection. 

This brings us to the third defect of the market economy, its instability. 
Private enterprise in the creation of money produces cycles, unemployment 
and misery. To be sure, state enterprise in the creation of money has had no 
better record; the case for private enterprise in this field rested for centuries 
on the unchallengeable ground that control by the state had always proved 
to be much worse. The present unanimity of British thinkers in favour of 
state control of money (there is no similar unanimity in the U.S.A.) is very 
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recent, and due only to conviction that new secrets have been discovered 
which reverse the advantages in favour of the state. 

Equally inadequate, on the fourth count, is the market’s handling of for* 
eign monies. The case that foreign trade is self-regulating was argued long 
and stoutly by the protagonists of laisser-faire, but the same advances in 
monetary theory have now hnally exploded this myth. Foreign trade must be 
regulated by the state. 

Fifthly, the market economy is ineffective in coping with major change. 
Where resources need to be moved in considerable degree, its methods are 
too slow and cruel. Scarcities are not quickly eliminated, with the result that 
a few persr)ns receive abnormally large incomes at the public’s expense, and 
that scarce commodities are unjustly distributed; and at the same time over- 
production is not quickly reduced, with the result that other persons suffer 
abnormally low incomes. State action to speed the mobility of resources is 
clearly needed. 

Next, the market economy is wasteful. Competition induces producers to 
improve their techniques; but it also induces them to spend heavily on sales 
promotion, and to evade standardisation. But here the case is not so clear. 
The case for laisser-faire in the i8th and 19th centuries was the wastefulness 
and stupidity of bureaucratic operations; on the subject of waste we must 
clearly not proceed by simple generalisations. 

This part ot the ca.se against the market economy is bound up with the 
final count, the fact that the merits of the market depend on the existence of 
competition, and that perfect competition is rare. It is clear that nothing in 
the market mechanism itself either establishes or maintains competition. 
Only state action can assure competition. In this, as in so much else, the 
market economy cannot function adequately without positive support from 
the state. 


PLANNING BY DIRECTION 

It has been possible to state the counts in this indictment of laisser-faire so 
briefly because they are now accepted by most serious political thinkers. 
There are no longer any believers in laisser-faire, except on the lunatic fringe. 
There are many who denounce planning in fierce language, and who ap- 
pear by implication to be arguing for laisser-faire, but, on closer examination 
there are always a few pages in their books which give the game away. The 
truth is that we arc all planners now. 

That is not to say that we believe in all forms of planning or in complete 
central planning. Ljusser-faire can be complete, or it can be modified by state 
action at many crucial points. Similarly planning can be complete, or it can 
be combined with a market economy in various degrees. 

In fact, the central issue in the discussion of planning is not whether there 
shall he planning but what form it shall take, and in particular whether the 
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state shall operate through the price mechanism or in supercession of it. 
Suppose, for example, that the government decides that, in the interests of 
children’s health, the production of milk ought to be increased. No one ques- 
tions that this is a reasonable sort of decision for the government to make. 
But there are many ways of fulfilling this plan, some more direct than others, 
and some more effective. It might pass a law making it illegal for those re- 
sponsible for a child to give the child less than one pint of milk a day (just as 
it is illegal to give the child less than a stipulated amount of education). Or 
it might increase family allowances, and urge parents to spend the increase 
on extra milk. Or it might issue free milk tickets to each child, and refund 
the cost to milk retailers. Or it might purchase milk, and feed this to children 
in schools. These are measures it might take on the side of demand; they 
have their parallel on the side of supply. It might pay subsidies to milk 
producers, thus reducing the price and stimulating both consumption and 
production. It might set up its own state farms, and give the milk away. Or 
it might pass a law instructing each milk producer to increase his output 
by a stipulated amount. All these ways of fulfilling the milk plan are forms 
of planning, and of course a planner may reject some and accept others. The 
fundamental difference is between methods that achieve their result by per- 
suasion and those that achieve it by command. Making milk cheaper is an 
inducement to extra consumption, and paying milk subsidies is an induce- 
ment to extra production; both are planning through the price mechanism. 
On the other hand, ordering people to purchase more milk or producers to 
produce more is planning by direction. The real choice we have to make is 
between planning by inducement, and planning by direction. 

Complete planning by direction is just as much ruled out as is complete 
laisser-faire. To begin with, it cannot be applied to consumption. The Gov- 
ernment knows better than the citizen how he should spend his income in 
certain spheres; we all admit this, but they arc limited spheres. Bye and 
large the citizen demands freedom of choice in consumption; freedom to 
spend his money as he pleases. Rationing is abhorred, except in emergency, 
and so is payment of wages in kind. There must, therefore, be money, and a 
consumers’ market. This is a severe limitation on planning, for it means that 
the results of planning are tested in the consumers’ market. If, for example, 
too many resources are devoted to investment, a general shortage shows up 
in the consumers’ market, and even if there is no general shortage, there will 
be particular shortages unless the balance of production is just right. Free- 
dom of choice in consumption therefore exerts pressure for free adjustment 
of production to demand. The government may plan demand, by taking 
steps to secure a just distribution of income, but once it has done this the 
pressure is all against trying to plan production by direction when con- 
sumption is free. 

Secondly, the worker demands freedom to choose his own job. This means 
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that there must be a labour market, as well as a consumers’ market, and that 
the social task of getting labour into the right ir)bs in the right proportions 
must be achieved not by direction but by inducement. This also is a big 
limitation on planning, for plans which can only he fulfilled by moving 
labour by direction arc bound to fail. 

There must be a market for the consumer, and there must be a market for 
labour. That leaves the markets for enterprise, capital and raw materials in 
the balance. The manager of a firm (private, cooperative or state trust) has 
to be able to sell what he produces, and has to attract labour by inducement. 
Should he be free to adjust himself in markets for enterprise, capital and 
raw materials, or shf)uld he produce what he is directed to produce with 
resources that arc allocated to him.^ 

There is nothing in the case for planning which requires the choice of 
methods that put industrial managers into a straight jacket. There is, we 
have seen, a formidable case for regulating markets in many ways, and 
with many objects in view, but nothing in this case calls for issuing direc- 
tions to managers which diminish their freedom to adjust production to the 
market forces of supply and demand. 

I'here is, on the other hand, a formidable case against planning by direc- 
tion, and ill favour of using the market. 

In the first place, the central planner, who issues the directions, cannot 
hope to see and |>rovidc for all the consecjucnces of his actions. The economic 
system is exceedingly complex. If you plan to increase the output of watches 
you must at the same time plan to increase the output of everything com- 
plementary to watches, i.e. everything used with watches or in making 
watches, and to reduce the output of all substitutes for watches and the 
constituents of substitutes. Now no single person can make a complete list 
of all the complements and substitutes of watches, or decide what will be all 
the economic effects of having more watches. And even if he could make 
a list for watches, he would need also to make a separate list for each of the 
complements and substitutes, each of which has to be planned, and again 
separate lists for each of their complements and substitutes, and so on. It is 
because of this complexity that the fulfilment of plans by direction is always 
so unsatisfactory. I'housands of engines are produced, but they have to be 
stored through shortage of ball bearings or of screws. In planning by direc- 
tion the result is always a shortage of some things, and a surplus of others. 
Planning through the market (e.g. the state placing an order for watches, 
or paying a subsidy) handles all this better because, in any sphere that is 
affected by the decision to have more watches, the flow of money and the 
adjustment of prices acts as a “governor,” turning on or off automatically 
w'ithout any central direction. 

Secondly, and ftir the same reason, planning by direction has to be inflex- 
ible. Once the planners have made the thousands of calculations that are 
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necessary to fit the plan together, and have issued their directions, any de- 
mand that any of the figures be revised is bound to be resisted. The plan once 
made must be adhered to simply because you cannot alter any part of it 
without altering the whole, and altering the whole is too elaborate a job to 
be done frequently. The price mechanism can adjust itself from day to day, 
the flow of money alters, and prices and production respond; but the econ- 
omy planned by direction is inflexible. 

The third defect follows from these two. As the plan proceeds fulfil- 
ment is bound to be imperfect — even if the plan was perfect when it was 
made, conditions change. Firm X has been given a permit to buy coal; but 
there has been a strike, or an accident, or bad weather, and it cannot get its 
allocation of coal. It therefore wants to buy oil, but the oil has all been allo- 
cated, and a complete reallocation of oil is too big a job to undertake at 
short notice. So firm X must close, or it must buy an allocation of oil from 
some other firm whose need for oil is not so urgent. This has had, in most 
centrally planned economies, the curious consequence that the plan works 
smoothly only because it is supplemented by black markets in which firms 
can adjust themselves to changing conditions. However, given adequate 
stocks, a centrally planned economy could carry its mistakes without inter- 
rupting production, just as in a market economy i^ is mainly the existence of 
stocks that acts as a bufier for the numerous errors made by private entre- 
preneurs. The main reason why centrally planned economies work always 
in an atmosphere of scarcity and of hit and miss is that central planners 
usually forget how important it is to plan for an adequate holding of stocks, 
but this error is not itself inherent in central planning. 

To the inflexibility and errors of planning by direction we must add its 
tendency to be procrustcan. It is hard enough to step up the output of 
watches if there is only one kind of watch; if there are two kinds of watch 
it is more than twice as hard, and it gets progressively harder the more dif- 
ferent types of watch there are. Central planners in consequence are always 
tempted to excessive standardisation, not because they think that standardisa- 
tion is good for the public, but because it simplifies their job. Standardisa- 
tion is frequently an engine of progress; but it is also frequently the enemy 
of happiness, and in foreign trade it is in many lines fatal to success. 

Related to this is the stifling effect of direction on enterprise, and this is 
a consideration of the utmost importance in a country like the United 
Kingdom. This is a country which lives by foreign trade. We built up this 
trade by being first in the field of mass production of standard commodities. 
But today other nations are as good as we are at this game, if not better, and 
we can hold our own only if we are constantly in the vanguard pioneering 
new ideas; inventing new goods and processes, trying them out on the 
market, adjusting rapidly in accordance with consumer reaction, and so on. 
None of this can be foreseen, and so none of this can be planned from the 
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centre. The future of the country depends on bold and free entrepreneur 
ship; on people with new ideas being free to back them against all opposi- 
tion, to get what resources of capital, labour and raw materials they need 
without bureaucratic hindrance, and to test out the market for themselves. 
Any form of planning which prevents this permanently, or for long periods, 
will be the ruin of Great Britain. 

And finally, the more one tries to overcome the difficulties of planning by 
direction, the more costly planning becomes in terms of resources. We can- 
not plan without knowledge, so we must have elaborate censuses, numerous 
forms and an array of clerks. We cannot issue thousands of licences rapidly 
without thousands of clerks. The better we try to plan, the more planners 
we need. The Soviet Census returns over 800,000 “economists,” who are 
mostly administrative staff connected with planning. The price mechanism 
docs the same job without this army of economists, who arc thus released 
for useful work in the mines and the potato fields. To be sure, the market 
economy also has its army of hangers-on, who contribute to profit making 
rather than to production — its contact men, sales promoters, stockbrokers 
and the like, but they are not as essential to it as are the planners to planning. 

On account of its complexity, planning by direction docs not increase, 
but on the contrary diminishes democratic control. A plan cannot be made 
by “the people” or by parlfamcnt or by the cabinet; it has to be made by offi- 
cials, because it consists of thousands of details fitted together. Its results arc 
embodied in thousands of administrative orders and decisions, of which par- 
liament and ministers can have only the briefest knowledge, and which pro- 
vide innumerable opportunities for corrupting the public service. The more 
we direct from the centre the less the control that is possible. When the gov- 
ernment is doing only a few things we can keep an eye on it, but when it is 
doing everything it cannot even keep an eye on itself. 

PLANNING THROUGH THE MARKET 

The obvious moral of all this is that our aim should be to preserve free 
markets wherever possible. The manager of an industrial establishment, 
whether private or public, should be left free to adjust his concern to 
market conditions; to make what he can sell, and to make it with 
whatever combination of resources he can most cheaply buy. This docs not 
mean that he will be free from control; on the contrary, he is the servant 
of the market, which controls everything that he docs. Neither does it limit 
the scope of planning. For the state can do all the planning it wants by con- 
trolling in its turn the market which controls the entrepreneur. The state 
can plan as much as it wants, but it should plan not by direction but by 
manipulating the market. 

Thus if it wishes firms to make more of the sorts of goods that the poor 
buy and less of the sorts of goods that the rich buy, there is no need for a 
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cumbersome machinery of allocations and controls. It can increase the tax- 
ation of the rich, and reduce the taxation of the poor; or it can subsidise the 
goods it wishes to encourage, and tax those it wishes to discourage. If it 
wishes to increase the production of wheat at the expense of other agricul- 
tural products there is no need for a multitude of forms, clerks and agri- 
cultural committees to fix a wheat acreage for each of 350,000 farms; it has 
only to raise its guaranteed price for wheat, or to increase its wheat subsidy. 
If it wishes to encourage exports at the expense of home consumption it need 
not give each firm an export allocation; it can take money out of the home 
market by increasing taxation, or it can alter the foreign exchange rate, or it 
can increase the purchase tax on goods sold in the home market, or it can 
pay subsidies on exports. And if it wishes to promote capital formation at 
the expense of consumption it can, on the one hand, either subsidise invest- 
ment or make investments itself, and on the other hand, it can simultane- 
ously discourage consumption by taxation. In every case there is the choice 
between direction and inducement, and in every case inducement brings 
the same final result, without the costs of bureaucratic control. 

Fundamentally, where planning parts company with laisser-jaire is not in 
rejecting the market economy controlled by demand, but in arguing that 
demand itself is not sacred, but something that should be manipulated by 
the state. Once this is realised there is no need for planners to cling to cum- 
bersome types of planning when they have at hand methods that can make 
planning work as smoothly as laisser-faire and with far superior results. 

What makes it impossible to rely exclusively on planning by manipulating 
market demand is the immobility of resources. This kind of planning relies 
on inducement to bring about a supply large enough to meet market de- 
mand. Suppose, for example, that it is desired to increase the consumption 
of milk and that the method chosen is to distribute free milk in schools. The 
total demand for milk is thus increased, and its price tends to rise. If a small 
rise in price is sufficient to induce a large flow of resources into milk pro- 
(luctic.i, supply will keep pace with demand, and no further action will be 
required. But if it is not, there will be either a large increase in the price of 
milk, or a shortage for ordinary consumers, and in either of these cases 
further action will be demanded, either to keep the price at a reasonable 
level, or to allocate the limited supplies fairly, or both. 

Since, therefore, the real cause of the trouble is the immobility of resources, 
it follows that the most important measures to be adopted are those which 
augment the supply. Price control and rationing may also be necessary, but 
since they are only necessary until such time as the supply can be augmented, 
they are subsidiary to measures that augment supply, and the efficiency of 
planning is to be judged not by the excellence of the system of rationing 
and price controls, but by the speed with which shortages are eliminated and 
price controls and rationing rendered unnecessary. 
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The most important thing to do to a shortage is to eliminate it. This is 
not the only thing to do. In the interim prices may have to be controlled, 
specifications issued, and supplies rationed. But all these are necessary only 
for so long as the shortage lasts, and are subsidiary to eliminating the short- 
age by augmcnt’ng supply. The quality and success of planning are to be 
measured not by the excellence of price and rationing controls, but by the 
speed with which shortages are eliminated, and by the effectiveness of the 
measures taken towards that end. 

If the (piantity of money is right there cannot be a general shortage of 
goods, and particular shortages must be balanced by the existence of surplus 
supplies of other goods. The existence of shortages is then a clear sign that 
productive resources are in the wrong places, and what we have to do is to 
get them correctly allocated between industries. 

This IS no easy job. The best way to tackle it is by inducement; i.c. by 
raising the earnings in industries that are short of resources relatively to 
earnings in other industries. Hut inducement may work only over a long 
period, and only by means of sharp fluctuations in earnings — a sharp rise 
followed by a fall to normal levels, for example. Sometimes there are ac- 
ceptable forms of diieclion which can be applied to end the shortage, e.g. 
by controlling raw materials, labour recruitment, or capital installations in 
ways that restrict less essential industries; but, especially where the maldis- 
tribution of labour is the principal problem, at other times we can rely only 
on the slow working of inducement, and then the shortage and the controls 
it makes necessary will last for some time. 

It is here that planning by direction and planning by inducement meet. 
In a normally working economic system the state should be able to do nearly 
all the planning it wants by manipulating the market, and especially 
through the budget, which is the principal instrument of planning. 
1 hrough the budget the state fixes the quantity of money in circulation, 
and thus determines whether there shall be inflation, deflation or the right 
balance, 'rhrough the budget it redistributes income, decides how much 
equality there shall be, and thus controls demand and supply and produc- 
tion. These general controls it oupplements, again through the budget, by 
stimulating or retarding particular industries and services, either by buying 
itself, or by taxes and subsidies. The budget is not the only instrument avail- 
able for planning, but it is the most important, the most powerful, and the 
most embracing. Perhaps in some other countries where the machinery for 
assessing and collecting taxes is very inacequate, and where corruption is 
rife in the Treasury, the budget is not pt>werful enough for planning. But 
in such countries the whole administrative machine is likely to be unsuitable 
for planning, and other weapons of planning fare no better than the budget. 
In Britain, however, it is not only the case that the arts of public finance arc 
highly developed. But it is also important that while the citizen of Britain 
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responds fairly well to fiscal demands^ he hates other fonns of control that 
involve direction, rationing or other dependence on administrative decision; 
and this is added reason for planning through the budget as much as pos- 
sible, and relegating other forms of control to a subsidiar> position. 

But this kind of planning lakes us as far as inducement will take us and 
no further. If there are big changes in demand or supply, and if resources are 
not mobile, it will have to be supplemented by direction. At the outbreak of 
a war, and at the end of a war, an economic system is not working normally. 
The movements required arc large, and a whole network of controls is 
needed to cope with them. Similarly, a big change in the foreign trade 
position of a country calls for shifts of resources which cannot he accom- 
plished rapidly, and which necessarily subject an economy for a long period 
to widespread controls. As conditions become normal it should be possible 
to dispense with such controls; if the opportunity has really been taken to 
spread resources correctly between industries the shortages should disappear. 
If conditions were to become stationary, all physical and price controls 
should disappear, and the budget remain the single instrument of planning. 
But of course conditions do not become stationary, and it is not desirable 
that they should. In normal conditions the budget will be the principal in- 
strument of planning, but because of immobilities it will have to be sup- 
plemented by controls in all those parts of the economy where there is 
marked disequilibrium between demand and supply. The issue is not 
whether to plan or not to plan. It is simply how far planning can be done 
through the budget, and how much extra control we must have. 

CONCLUSION 

It may be useful to summarise the conclusions of this chapter. 

(1) The issue between planning and laisser-faire is whether we can use 
the visible controls of state action to improve on the invisible social controls 
exercised by the market. 

(2) This is an issue that must be argued; there is no a priori case for 
using the state in place of other social institutions that serve the same pur- 
pose. 

(3) The argument produces a formidable list of defects in the market, 
which state action is required to eliminate. 

(4) The state can use different forms of planning to achieve the same 
purposes; planning by direction is much inferior to planning by inducement. 

(5) In planning by inducement the slate manipulates the market to se- 
cure its objectives. 

(6) Manipulating demand is noi enough because resources move too 
slowly in response to inducements. Other controls are also needed tempo- 
rarily. 
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(7) Price control and rationing arc frequently necessary in the interest of 
equity, but they do not solve the fundamental problem, which is to get pro- 
ductive resources correctly allocated. 

(8) The principal objective of planning by direction should be to over- 
come immobilities, and the speed with which this is achieved is the true 
measure of the quality of planning. 

(9) The main instrument of planning is the budget, but this may need 
to be supplemented by planning by direction wherever there is marked dis- 
equilibrium between demand and supply. 



Chapter Xlil 


THE WELFARE STATE 


The contradictions between political freedom and 
economic dependence have been noted by students of democracy for at least 
a hundred years. The essence of the problem consists in this; in politics, 
Western democracies have successfully established the principle that the 
holders of power must be accountable to the public. The latter is the “boss,” 
the former, the agent. Political }X)wer in a democracy must not be held for 
the benefit of the rulers, but is a trust, under which the interest of the people 
is to be protected. In the economic realm, on the other hand, the dogma of 
laissez faire has created a constitutional situation which violates all rec- 
ognized canons of democracy; at times the owners of capital wield tre- 
mendous power over the lives of their employees without due reference to 
the public good, without being responsible to those whose welfare they de- 
termine through basic economic decisions. Whereas in a capitalist democracy 
political policies are arrived at through processes of consent which begin at 
the bottom and end at the top, in corporate business organizations economic 
decisions are made from the top down to the bottom. The structure of in- 
dustrial organization is hierarchical, based on discipline and obedience; 
more recently, this traditional pattern has been made more democratic by 
collective bargaining and the influence of the labor movement. 

The relationships between power and responsibility in industrial relations 
engaged the lifework of Mr. Justice Brandeis. Before his appointment to the 
Supreme Court by President Wilson, Brandeis had fought monopoly in the 
courts, in print and in speech, wherever the occasion demanded it. Brandeis 
strongly believed in the capitalist system, provided it was not perverted 
into its exact opposite, unregulated monopoly, and provided the political lib- 
erty of democracy was also preserved in economic relations. He was per- 
suaded that the two realms of society, politics and the economy, could not 
be too contradictory in the long run, and that ‘either political liberty will 
be extinguished or industrial liberty must be restored.” His concept of 
“industrial absolutism” opposing political freedom is most clearly elabo- 
rated in the testimony he gave in 1915 before the United States Commission 
on Industrial Relations. Long before, he had been one of the foremost foes 
of monopoly. 

Brandeis was not committed to any preconceived dogmas or “isms,” and 
his great contributions to legal analysis and political thought were based on 
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his profound respect for facts. This pragmatic attitude— characteristic of 
all true liberals, whatever their economic philosophy— is also the outstand- 
ing (juality in the work of a more recent social and political thinker, Lord 
William Beveridge. The “Beveridge Report” (Report on Social Insurance 
and Allied Services, .942) was probably the most inspiring document of 
social philosophy that came out during World War II. Here was a message 
that promised every Briton that he could henceforth count on adequate pro- 
tection against want, unemployment, illness, and old age. The report was, 
for a government [)ublication, a surprising best-seller in both Britain and 
the United States. 'I’wo years later, in 1944, Beveridge published his even 
greater work on Full Employment in a Free Society. The reaction to the 
bcx)k in laigland was remarkable: many declared that it was the most im- 
portant work in jiolitical economy since Das Kapital. Others said that this 
was the lirst real attempt to solve the problem of employment — a key prob- 
lem of the survival of political democracy — without “judgment on the gen- 
eral issue between socialism and capitalism.” Spokesmen of all political 
parties recogni/cd in Beveridge’s work a remarkable step forward in the 
whrde debate on how to combine political liberties with economic security 
and progress. By contrast, the reception of the book in the United States 
was more polite than enthusiastic. Hayek’s Road to Serfdom and Beveridge’s 
Full Emplo\ment in a Free Society were both published in 1944. Hayek’s 
book was a sensational best-seller in the United States, but a moderate suc- 
cess in Biitain; Beveridge’s book was a best-seller in England, but sold 
moderately in the United Stales. 

I’ull empKtyinenl in a totalitarian stale is relatively simple, because the 
state forces people to work for low wages and under oppressive working 
conditions. What Beveridge seeks to achieve with his proposals is full em- 
ployment in a free society. The essential citiy.en liberties to be preserved 
under all circumstances are listed by him as follows: “Freedom of worship, 
speech, writing, study and teaching; freedom of assembly and of association 
for political and other purjx)ses, including the bringing about of a peaceful 
change of the governing authority; freedom in choice of occupation; and 
freedom in the management of a personal income.” The private ownership 
of t\\c means of production, Beveridge remarks, may be a good economic 
device or not, but is “not an essential citizen liberty in Britain, because it is 
not and never has been enjoyed by more than a very small proportion of the 
British people." Still, Beveridge thinks that full employment could be at- 
tained while a community “held firmly to private enterprise.” Ultimately, 
however, if private property in the means of production should make full 
employment impossible, the latter would take precedence over the former. 
Beveridge thus avoids any a priori dogmas, and insists that experience, 
rather than preconceptions and prejudgments, should be the guide to the 
solution of these vital issues. 
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It was perhaps natural to think in an age of large-scale and depressing 
unemployment that full employment would he the answer to the social, 
economic, and political troubles of industrial society in the West. In the 
process of solving the problem of unemployment through public policies 
aiming at full employment, new problems developed which were not anticU 
pated before, and of which, for instance, Beveridge seemed to have had no 
inkling when he wrote Full Employment in a Free Society. The first anal- 
ysis, and still one of the most acute, of the impact of full employment on the 
social fabric of capitalist democracy will be found in Joseph A. Schumpe- 
ter’s “The March into Socialism” (1950), his last paper before his death. In 
earlier works Schumpeter, one of the leading economists of the twentieth 
century, had studied the dynamics of capitalist enterprise {The Theory of 
Economic Development, 1912), and the relations between Capitalism, So- 
cialism, and Democracy (1942; 3d ed., 1950). Unlike most other historians 
and analysts of the capitalist system, who ascribed the transformation of 
capitalism into a planned, socialized economy to the failures of capitalism, 
Schumpeter showed, in a more subtle and original manner, how the suc- 
cess of capitalism was one of the main agents contributing to its dissolution. 
Thus, the very success of capitalism leads to big business and the resultant 
“bureaucratization” of business organization, undermining and rendering 
obsolete the driving forces and values of classical individualistic capitalism. 
Above all, the rational spirit under the banner of which capitalism stormed 
successfully the citadel of tradition-bound feudalism, and later permeated 
all spheres of social thought and action, becomes the primary weapon for 
attacking capitalism. 

Moreover, in addition to these forces of dissolution and transformation 
inherent in capitalism, there are outside pressures which accelerate the rate 
of such change. In the hrst place, total war tends to render the functioning 
of a free-enterprise system well-nigh impossible, since production, con- 
sumption, and wages have to be regulated by the state. But an even more 
important factor making for rapid social change is, according to Schumpe- 
ter, inflation. At a high level of employment, Schumpeter argues, “wage 
demands or other demands that increase the money cost of employing labor 
become both inevitable and inflationary. They become inevitable because 
high-level employment removes the only reason why they should not be 
raised. And they become inflationary because, with high utilization of re- 
sources, borrowing from banks and upward revision of prices provides a 
perfectly easy method of satisfying them.” Given the nature of labor unions 
and popular government, inflation is, according to Schumpeter a “perennial 
pressure” in the capitalist system of today and tomorrow, and it is bound to 
undermine the nature and working of private enterprise. Can this infla- 
tionary pressure be effectively counteracted? Of traditional methods, neither 
the manipulation of the interest rate nor an aggressive tax policy with regard 
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to high incomes seems to promise much success, and both these methods 
may in some ways worsen the malady rather than remedy it. However 
there remains one remedy which may prove to be the most appealing, po- 
litically speaking: direct controls of wages, prices, and subsidies. Such a 
system of flirect controls will inevitably bring into being a big bureaucracy 
which may eventually plan the entire economy. Full employment may thus 
lead through inflation to bureaucratic collectivism, although the formal, legal 
basis of private ownership of the means of production may be preserved 
for a long time to come, particularly in agriculture and small business. For 
Schumpeter, the main difference between capitalism and collectivism lies 
not so much in the form of ownership — private in the one and public in 
the other — but in whose hands lie the decisions concerning how and what 
to produce, and “who is to get what.” 

Less pessimistic than Schumpeter, Russell W. Davenport suggests in “The 
Greatest C)pporiunity on F.arih” (1949) that the demands of the American 
people for social welfare measures and social-economic security are legitimate 
and inevitable. However, the means to accomplish those aims is welfare 
capitalism, not tlie welfare state. Davenport, a liberal conservative, warns 
against the dangers of resisting welfare on the ground that, as some old- 
guard conservatives think, the businessman is “neither a social policeman 
nor a political reformer,” and that “the business of business is economic 
and not social.” Davenport (editor of Fortune^ a leading business magazine, 
at the time he wrote “The Greatest Opportunity on Earth”) points out 
that it is precisely such ncgativistic attitudes toward the question of eco- 
nomic welfare and social security that increase general hostility toward the 
idea of private enterprise and eventually lead to a publicly managed economy, 
for “the economic rights of man cannot be escaped.” If business will refuse 
to do the jol) — or at least its share of the job — in the field of economic wel- 
fare, the state will step in. Moreover, the challenge which confronts business 
in this area is not only a moral one, it is also “an economic opportunity, 
a profit opportunity.” Davenport cites some of the more advanced social 
security schemes, covering pensions, medical care, accident insurance and 
the like, sponsored by large and middle-sized firms in the United States; 
such schemes prove not only that the job can be done privately by manage- 
ment atid labor in joint cooperation, but also — in terms of dollars and cents 
—that such privately sponsored welfare schemes benefit the long-range effec- 
tiveness and performance of worker and enterprise. 

In a forum on “The Democratic Limits of the Welfare State” (1950), 
two American social scientists, Louis M. Hacker and Max Lerner, examine 
the issue from the viewpoints of history, economics, and politics. Hacker, a 
noted historian of American capitalism, stresses, in “The Limits of Inter- 
vention,” the danger of the dynamics of the welfare state: threats to liberty 
come not only from irresponsible authority, but also from a state, “which 
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starts out with benevolent intentions.” In particular, Hacker is apprehen- 
sive lest the welfare state threaten technical innovation, fiscal integrity, and 
individual opportunity by excessive concentration of power. By contrast, Ler- 
ner, a political scientist, rejects, in '‘State Capitalism and Business Capital- 
ism,” Hacker’s notion that the welfare state is but a preliminary stage of 
full-fledged socialism, and that the alternative today is therefore exclusively 
between capitalism and socialism. Lerner secs in all modern states in the 
West a mixture of private and public enterprise: the problem is how to 
obtain the maximum welfare from a combination of both forms of enter- 
prise. There is no generally valid law as to the proper mixture of the various 
ingredients in all cases; in the United States, Lerner says, “our whole his- 
toric instinct has been to cling to the private sector wherever we can, to 
move toward the public sector only when we must.” He sees little danger 
that the American people will accept the extension of public activity out of 
sheer enthusiasm for socialism, and he is more apprehensive lest the power 
of big business escape responsibility and accountability because of the tra- 
ditional prestige and influence of the business community in the affairs of 
the nation. 

By-passing the choice between “pure” capitalism and “pure” socialism as 
unrealistic, public policy in the United States has steadily evolved toward 
more economic welfare and security. In the twentieth century, there is a 
direct line from Theodore Roosevelt’s Square Deal through Woodrow Wil- 
son’s New Freedom to Franklin D. Roosevelt’s New Deal — all stages in the 
extension of welfare for more and more people. The basic principles of the 
welfare state are simple; first, every human being is entitled to a minimum 
of material well-being, such as food, clothing, and decent housing; second, 
expanding living standards are possible with the existing physical resources 
and scientific knowledge; and, third, the state has the right and duty to 
act when private initiative fails. Unlike the dogmatic capitalist or socialist, 
the adherent of the welfare state judges each issue on its merits, and is in- 
terested in the maximum happiness of the greatest number of people 
rather than in the purity of social or economic abstractions. Because the 
conception of the welfare state is empirical, it has a strong appeal in coun- 
tries like England and the United States: their traditions of political democ- 
racy, coupled with the empiricism and experimentalism of the Common 
Law, provide the necessary psychological and institutional framework for the 
successful working of the welfare state. 

Yet it would be a tragic error to look upon this philosophy of the wel- 
fare state as a luxury, prerogative, or monopoly of advanced Western na- 
tions. Arnold J. Toynbee, the most influential historian of our time, argues 
in “Not the Age of Atoms but of Welfare for All” (1951) that three cen- 
turies from now the twentieth century will be remembered, not for its wars, 
horrors, and crimes, but for the fact that it is the first era in history “in 
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which people dared to think it practicable to make the benefits of civiliza- 
tion available for the whole human race.” Toynbee points to Asia and 
Africa as the crucial areas of the world, in which the issue of totalitarian 
communism versus human liberty might ultimately be settled. If the West 
is to stop the progressive Communist enslavement of those continents, it 
must be willing to cooperate with underdeveloped nations, and transform 
the cf)nception of the welfare state from a national policy into a message of 
universal hope and inspiration. 


LOUIS D. BRANDEIS 


1. Industrial Absolutism versus Political Liberty* 


My observation lends me to believe that while there are many contribut- 
ing causes to ( industrial! unrest, that there is one cause which is funda- 
mental, Hiat is the necessary conflict~ihc contrast between our political 
liberty and our industrial absolutism. We are as free politically, perhaps, as 
free as it is possible for us to be. Kvery male has his voice and vote; and 
the law has endeavored to enable, and has succeeded practically, in ena- 
bling him to exercise his political franchise without fear. He therefore has 
his part; and certainly can secure an adequate part in the government of 
the country in all of its political relations; that is, in all relations which are 
determined directly by legislation or governmental administration. 

On the other hand, in dealing with industrial problems the position of the 
ordinary worker is exactly the reverse. The individual employee has no ef- 
fective voice or vote. And the main objection, as I see it, to the very large 
corporation is, that it makes possible — and in many cases makes inevitable 
— the exercise of industrial absolutism. It is not merely the case of the indi- 
vidual worker against the employer which, even if he is a reasonably sized 
employer, presents a serious situation calling for the interposition of a union 
to protect the individual. Hut wc have the situaiitm of an employer so po- 
tent, so well organized, with such concentrated forces and with such ex- 
traordinary jK)wer's of reserve and the ability to endure against strikes and 
other efforts of a union, that the relatively lotjsely organized masses of 
even strong unions are unable to cope with the situation. We are dealing 
here with a question, not of motive, but of condition. Now, the large 

•From festiniuny hefoie the Commission on Intitistrial Relations (fanuary 23, 1915; 64th 
Ct»ng.. iNt Sr\s.. Sen. Pot., Vol. 26. iQif*). 
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corporation and the managers of the powerful corporation are probably in 
large part actuated by motives just the same as an employer of a tenth of 
their size. Neither of them, as a rule, wishes to have his liberty abridged; 
but the smaller concern usually comes to the conclusion that it is necessary 
that it should be, where an important union must be dealt with. But when 
a great financial power has developed — when there exists these powerful 
organizations, which can successfully summon forces from all parts of the 
country, which can afford to use tremendous amounts of money in any 
conflict to carry out what they deem to be their business principle, and can 
also afford to suffer large losses — you have necessarily a condition of in- 
equality between the two contending forces. Such contests, though under- 
taken with the best motives and with strong conviction on the part of the 
corporate managers that they are seeking what is for the best interests not 
only of the company but of the community, lead to absolutism. The result, 
in the cases of these large corporations, may be to develop a benevolent 
absolutism, but it is an absolutism all the same; and it is that which makes 
the great corporation so dangerous. There develops within the State a state 
so powerful that the ordinary social and industrial forces existing are in- 
sufficient to cope with it. 


WILLIAM BEVERIDGE 


2. Full Employment in a Free Society* 


THE MEANING OF FULL EMPLOYMENT 

What is meant by “full employment,” and what is not meant by k? Full 
employment does not mean literally no unemployment; that is to say, it does 
not mean that every man and woman in the country who is fit and free for 
work is employed productively on every day of his or her working life. In 
every country with a variable climate there will be seasons when particular 
forms of work are impossible or difficult. In every progressive society there 
will be changes in the demand for labour, qualitatively if not quantitatively; 
that is to say, there will be periods during which particular individuals can 
no longer be advantageously employed in their former occupations and may 
be unemployed till they find and fit themselves for fresh occupations. Some 
frictional unemployment there will be m a progressive society however high 

• From William Beveridge, Full Employment in a Free Society (W. W. Norton 8c Company, 
1945). By permission. 
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the demand for labour. Full employment means that unemployment is re- 
duced to short intervals of standing by, with the certainty that very soon one 
will be wanted in one’s old job again or will be wanted in a new job that is 
within one’s powers. 

Full employment is sometimes defined as “a state of affairs in which the 
number of unfilled vacancies is not appreciably below the number of un- 
employed persons, so that unemployment at any time is due to the normal 
lag between a person losing one job and finding another.”^ Full employ- 
ment in this Report means more than that in two ways. It means having al- 
ways more vacant jobs than unemployed men, not slightly fewer jobs. It 
means that the jobs are at fair wages, of such a kind, and so located that the 
unemployed men can reasonably be expected to take them; it means, by 
con.setj lienee, that the normal lag between losing one job and finding an- 
other will he very short. 

'rhe proposition that there should always be more vacant jobs than un- 
employed men means that the labour market should always be a seller’s 
market rather than a buyer’s market. For this, on the view of society under- 
lying this Report—ihat sviciety exists for the individual — there is a decisive 
reason of principle. The reason is that difficulty in selling labour has con- 
sequences ol a (lifTeicnt order of harmfulness from those associated with diffi- 
culty in buying labour. A person who has difficulty in buying the labour 
that he wants sulTcrs inconvenience or reduction of profits. A person who 
cannot sell his labour is in effect told that he is of no use. The first difficulty 
causes annoyance or loss, I’he other is a personal catastrophe. This difference 
remains even it an adequate income is provided, by insurance or otherwise, 
during unemployment; idleness even on an income corrupts; the feeling 
ol not being wanted demoralizes. The difference remains even if most pco- 
ple are unemployed only for relatively short periods. As long as there is any 
long tei m unemployment not obviously due to personal deficiency, any- 
body who loses his job fears that he may be one of the unlucky ones who 
will not gel another job quickly. I'he short-term unemployed do not know 
that they are short-term unemployed till their unemployment is over. 

1 he human dilfercnce between failing to buy and failing to sell labour 
IS the decisive reason for aiming to make the labour market a seller’s rather 
than a buyer’s market. There are other reasons, only slightly less important. 
One reason is that only if there is work for all is it fair to expect work- 
people, individually and collectively in trade unions, to co-operate in making 
the most of all productive resources, including labour, and to forgo restric- 
tionisi practices. Another reason, related to this, is that the character and 

Ihu definition w taken from the Nuffield College Statement on Employment Policy and 
Organ, zation of Industry after the War. The Statement adds that full employment in this sense 
cannot completely attained so long as there exist structural malad)ustments needing to be 
put right. ® 
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duration of individual unemployment caused by structural and technical 
change in industry will depend on the strength of the demand for labour in 
the new forms required after the change. The greater the pace of the eco- 
nomic machine, the more rapidly will structural unemployment disap- 
pear, the less resistance of every kind will there be to progress. Yet another 
reason is the stimulus to technical advance that is given by shortage of la- 
bour. Where men are few, machines are used to save men for what men 
alone can do. Where labour is cheap it is often wasted in brainless, unas- 
sisted toil. The new lands empty of men are the homes of invention and 
business adventure in peace. Stimulus to labour saving of all kinds is one 
of the by-products of full employment in war. 

The full employment that is the aim of this Report means more vacant 
jobs than unemployed men. It means something else as well. If there 
were 2 million chronically unemployed men in Britain and 2*4 million 
vacant jobs which they could not or would not fill, there would be more 
vacant jobs than unemployed men, but to call this state of affairs “full em- 
ployment” would be mockery. It is not enough to say that there must be 
more vacant jobs than idle men — more or about as many. It is also necessary 
to be sure that the number unemployed, or rather the duration of unem- 
ployment in the individual case, is not excessive. Full employment, in any 
real sense, means that unemployment in the individual case need not last 
for a length of time exceeding that which can be covered by unemployment 
insurance without risk of demoralization. Those who lose jobs must be 
able to find new jobs as fair wages within their capacity, without delay. 
This means that the demand for labour and the supply of labour are related 
qualitatively as well as quantitatively. The demand must be adjusted to the 
kind of men available or the men must be capable of adjusting themselves 
to the demand. In the light of the facts of unemployment, it is clear that the 
qualitative and local adjustment of demand for labour and supply of labour 
has to be approached from both ends, that of demand and that of supply. 
The demands must not only be sufficient in total but must be directed with 
regard to the quality and the location of the labour that is available. The 
labour supply must be capable of following the changes of demand that arc 
inseparable from technical advance. 

THE PURPOSE OF EMPLOYMENT 

Idleness is not the same as Want, but a separate evil, which men do not 
escape by having an income. They must also have the chance of rendering 
useful service and of feeling that they are doing so. This means that em- 
ployment is not wanted for the sake of employment, irrespective of what it 
produces. The material end of all human activity is consumption. Employ- 
ment is wanted as a means to more consumption or more leisure, as a means 
CO a higher standard of life. Employment which is merely time-wasting. 
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equivalent to digging holes and filling them again, or merely destructive, 
like war and preparing for war, will not serve that purpose. Nor will it be 
felt worth while. It must be productive and progressive. The proposals of 
this Report are designed to preserve all the essential springs of material prog- 
ress in the community, to leave to special efforts its rewards, to leave scope 
for change, invention, competition and initiative. 

In so far as room is left for change and for freedom of movement from 
job to job, room is left for some unemployment. The aim of this Report is 
expressed m numerical terms as a reduction of unemployment to not more 
than ^ [ler cent, as compared with the lo to 22 per cent experienced in 
Hniain between the wars. Hut though the Report assumes the continuance 
()l some unemployment and suggests a figure of 3 per cent, it is the essence 
ol the proposals made in the Report that this 3 per cent should be unem- 
ployed only because there is industrial friction, and not because there are 
no vat ant jobs. For men to have value and a sense of value there must always 
be iiselul things waiting to be done, with money to pay for doing them. 
Jobs, rather than men, should wait. 

PRKSERVATION OF ESSENTIAL LIBERTIES 

T he labour market in tlie past has invariably, or all but invariably, been 
a buyer’s market rather than a .seller’s market, with more unemployed men 
—generally many more unemployed men — than unfilled jobs. To reverse 
this and make the labour market always a seller’s rather than a buyer’s mar- 
ket, to remove not only unemployment but the fear of unemployment, 
woulil affect the working of many existing institutions. It would change 
and is meant to change fundamentally the conditions of living and working 
in Hniain, to make Hritain again a land of opportunity for all. There are 
.some things in Hritain which neither full employment nor the means of 
achieving it should be allowed to change. 

T he Rcjiort, as its title indicates, is not concerned simply with the prob- 
lem of full employment. It is concerned with the necessity, possibility and 
methods of achieving full employment in a free society, that is to say, sub- 
ject to the provi.so that all essential citizen liberties are preserved. The pre- 
cise effect of the proviso depends on the list of essential citizen liberties. For 
the purpose of this Report they are taken as freedom of worship, speech, 
writing, study and teaching; freedom of assembly and of association for po- 
litical and other purposes, including the bringing about of a peaceful change 
of the governing authority; freedom in choice of occupation; and freedom in 
the management of a personal income. The proviso excludes the totalitarian 
solution of full employment in a society completely planned and regimented 
by an irremovable dictator. It makes the problem of full employment more 
complex in many ways, of which four call for special notice. 

First m a free society the governing authority is liable to be changed at 
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short intervals by peaceful methods of political organization and voting. 
There must be reasonable continuity of economic policy in spite of such 
changes of government. The machinery of government, while responsive to 
general changes of opinion, must be resistant to “lobbies” — that is to say, 
organized sectional pressures. 

Second, freedom of association for industrial purposes laises the issue of 
wage determination. Under conditions of full employment, can a rising 
spiral of wages and prices be prevented if collective bargaining, with the 
right to strike, remains absolutely free? Can the right to strike be limited 
generally in a free society in peace-time? 

Third, freedom in choice of occupations makes it harder to ensure that all 
men at all times are occupied j)roductively. It makes it impossible to retain 
men forcibly in particular work or to direct them to it with the threat of 
imprisonment if they refuse to go. One assumption underlying this Report 
is that neither the Essential Work Order nor the powers of industrial direc- 
tion which have been found necessary in war should be continued when 
the war is over. In Britain at peace the supply of labour cannot be adjusted 
by decree to the demand for labour; it can only be guided by economic 
motives. From another angle, freedom in choice of occupation raises also 
the issue of industrial discipline. Under conditions of full employment, if 
men are free to move from one employment to another and do not fear 
dismissal, may not some of them at least become so irregular and undis- 
ciplined in their behaviour, as to lower appreciably the efficiency of indus- 
try? 

Fourth, freedom in the management of a personal income complicates the 
problem of full employment from another side. If men cannot be forced to 
buy just what has been produced, this means that the demands for labour 
and its products cannot be fitted forcibly to the supply. There may be con- 
tinual changes in the kinds of things on which consumers want to spend 
their money, that is to say, in the quality of consumers’ outlay. There may 
be changes also in its quantity. For freedom in the management of a per- 
sonal income includes freedom to decide between spending now and saving 
so as to have the power of spending later. A totalitarian regime, even if it 
used money and price and wage differentials to stimulate and guide indi- 
vidual activity, might abolish freedom of saving. It might retain from 
the national income of each year that portion which it needed for invest- 
ment, i.e. for the sustenance of persons engaged in making instruments and 
materials of further production, and might issue to consumers money which, 
like ration coupons, could not be saved for spending later. In a free society 
individuals must be allowed to plan their spending over their lives as a 
whole. 

None of these freedoms can be exercised irresponsibly. Perpetual insta- 
bility of economic or social policy would make full employment and any 
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other social reforms futile or impossible. Bargaining for wages must be 
responsible, looking not to the snatching of short sectional advantages, but 
to the permanent good of the community. Choice of occupation means 
freedom in choosing between occupations which are available; it is not pos- 
sible for an individual to choose to be an Archbishop of Canterbury, if that 
post is already filled by another. Work means doing what is wanted, not 
doing just what pleases one. All liberties carry their responsibilities. This 
does not mean that the liberties themselves must be surrendered. They must 
be retained. 

In all the respects named, and possibly in some others, the problem of 
maintaining full employment is more comf)licated in a free society than it 
would be under a totalitarian regime. From one complication of some his- 
toric importance the problem, as posed here, is free. The list of essential 
liberties given above does not include liberty of a private citizen to own 
means of production and to employ other citizens in operating them at a 
wage. Whether private ownership of means of production to be operated 
by others is a good economic device or not, it must be judged as a device. 
It is not an essential citizen liberty in Britain, because it is not and never 
has been enjoyed by more than a very small proportion of the British peo- 
ple. It cannot even be suggested that any considerable proportion of the 
people have any lively hojK of gaining such ownership later. 

On the view taken in this Report, full employment is in fact attainable 
while leaving the conduct of industry in the main to private enterprise, and 
the proposals made in the Report are based on this view. But if, contrary to 
this view, it should be shown by experience or by argument that abolition 
of private property in the means of production was necessary for full em- 
ployment, this abolition would have to be undertaken. 

THE STATE AND THE CITIZEN 

Full employment cannot be won and held without a great extension of the 
responsibilities and powers of the State exercised through organs of the cen- 
tral Government. No power less than that of the State can ensure adequate 
total outlay at all times, or can control, in the general interest, the location 
of industry and the use of land. To ask for full employment while object- 
ing to these extensions of State activity is to will the end and refuse the 
means. It is like shouting for victory in total war while rejecting compulsory 
service and rationing. In this Report, the new functions and powers of the 
State arc emphasized because they are essential. This does not mean that 
the end can be reached through such powers alone. The underlying prin- 
ciple of the Report is to propose for the State only those things which the 
State alone can do or which it can do better than any local authority or than 
private citizens either singly or in association, and to leave to these other 
agencies that which if they will, they can do as well as or better than the 
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State. The Policy for Full Employment 19 a policy to be carrie«l through by 
democratic action, of public authorities, central and local, resp onsible ulti- 
mately to the voters, and of voluntary associations and private citizens con 
sciously co-operating for a common purpose which thcN understand and 
approve. The proposals in this Report preserve absolute!) all the essential 
liberties which are more precious than full employment itself. Ihey respect 
and are designed to preserve many other liberties and institutions which, 
though not equally essential, are deeply rooted in Britain. 

The proposals imply, for instance, no weakening of local Government, no 
supersession of local authorities in their present field. The State must do 
some n^w things and exercise some controls which are not now exercised 
by anyone. It will set up the programme of planned outlay for attack on 
social evils and ensure the means to meet that outlay. But a large part of 
the execution of the programme — in health, housing, education and other 
fields — and the adjusting of the programme to local conditions will be a 
function of local rather than of central Government. 

The proposals involve, again, no general change in the control or organ- 
ization of industry, either on the side of management or on that of labour. 
They assume an expansion of the sector of industry under direct public 
control, but it remains a sector. The policy outlined here is put forward as 
something that could work and yield full employment, even though the 
greater part of industry continued to be conducted by private enterprise at 
private risk. Undoubtedly the achieving of full employment would affect 
the working of many industrial institutions and raise many issues; mak- 
ing the labour market a seller’s in place of a buyer's market is a revolution 
which gives a new turn to every problem. Some of the most important is- 
sues, such as industrial discipline, determination of wages, determination of 
prices, treatment of monopolies and price associations, are discussed later 
among the internal implications of full employment. The general conclu- 
sion is that the degree of liberty in such matters which can be left to agencies 
independent of the State, without imperilling the policy of full employ- 
ment, depends on the responsibility and public spirit with which those liber- 
ties are exercised. There is no reason to doubt that that responsibility and 
public spirit will be forthcoming. 

On the general issue of public ownership as against private enterprise in 
industry, the provisional conclusion reached is that the necessity of social- 
ism, in the sense of nationalization of the means of production, distribution 
and exchange, in order to secure full employment, has not yet been demon- 
strated. This implies no judgment on the general issue between socialism 
and capitalism, which remains for debate on other grounds. It does not mean 
that the problem of full employment and the problem of the control of in- 
dustry are in no way connected; they are connected in many ways. It means 
only a judgment that it would be possible to obtain full productive employ- 
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mcni under conditions of private enterprise. Whether it would be easier or 
more difficult to obtain this under conditions of national enterprise and 
whether there are other reasons for socialism, it is not necessary here to 
decide. The problem of maintaining demand on the productive resources 
of the country so that they are employed productively in meeting human 
needs arises whether industry itself is controlled by profit-seeking individ- 
uals or by public authorities. It is also to a large extent the same problem in 
both cases. The policy outlined in this Report is suggested as something that 
could and should be accepted by people who differ profoundly as to the 
ultimate control of industry or as to the nature of social justice. 

FULL EMPLOYMENT AND PRIVATE ENTERPRISE 

Can a policy of full employment be carried through and yield its full bene- 
fits under a system in which production is controlled in the main by private 
enterprise.? The policy, as it has been set out here, is primarily one of so- 
cializing demand rather than production. It may be found convenient, as a 
subsidiary measure, to transfer particular industries from private to public 
ownership, in order to increase the power of the State directly to stabilize 
demand in a specified sector and in order to bring monopolies under as- 
sured control. It will certainly be necessary for the State, by inspection and 
supervision, to protect the community against risk of exploitation by monop- 
olies and trade associations, in all industries. And it will be necessary for 
the State, in planning its own outlay, to have full continuous information as 
to the outlay plans of all large undertakings and to have some power of 
modifying those plans. But all this is far short of the nationalization of pro- 
duction generally. In particular it leaves the small, independent enterprise, 
in factory or shop or farm, unaffected. The ‘‘little man” can respond to de- 
mand under full employment, as under other conditions. So long as he 
remains little, he remains subject to competition and the interests of con- 
sumers need no further official safeguards. 

The policy set out here is one which might be adopted by a community 
which held firmly to private enterprise, and accepted the principle laid 
down by an American economist; ‘‘Private industry can and will do the job 
of production. It is the responsibility of the Government to do its part to 
ensure a constant demand.” * Full employment is achieved in war by State 
control of demand without socialization of production. There is every reason 
for hoping that full employment could be secured in peace by the policy 
outlined here, while leaving the major part of industry to private enterprise. 
Apart from the problems of international trade, the only significant doubt 
that arises on this is as to the possibility under such conditions of bringing 
about a sufficient stability of private investment, and preventing its cyclical 
fluctuation. It is reasonable to let that doubt be resolved by experience. 

ProfcNstir Alvin Hansen, in Poft War Economic Problems, edited by Seymour Harris, p. 14. 
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It can be argued, nevertheless, that under such conditions a policy of full 
employment, even if it gave full employment, would fgil to yield its full bene- 
fits and might lead to dangerous consequences. It can be argued that all that 
is proposed here is insufficient, without the socialization of production in 
all its more important forms. This position may be supported by a variety 
of arguments. In the first place, as has been pointed out above, the smooth 
working of a full employment policy involves the co-operation of work- 
people, in enforcing industrial discipline on the unruly, in securing maxi- 
mum efficiency and removal of restrictions on output, in refraining from 
pressing unreasonable claims that might set up a vicious spiral of wages 
and prices. Can that co-operation, it is asked, be secured under conditions of 
enterprise conducted for private profit? It is argued, in the second place, 
that a State policy of full employment will always be liable' to sabotage by 
capitalists desiring to make difficulties for the State. It is argued, in the third 
place, that substitution of national for private ownership of the means of 
production is necessary to prevent the piling up of wealth which may be 
used to manipulate the political machine. It is argued finally, that full em- 
ployment will not by itself bring about the more equal distribution of in- 
come which is essential to social justice. 

These arguments raise large issues, economic, political and moral, which 
fall to a large extent outside the scope of this Report. The importance of 
these issues is obvious. They are not prejudged in what is written here. 
The proposals of this Report are designed for one essential practical purpose 
— to bring to an end the mass unemployment and the fear of unemployment 
which, next to war, have been the greatest evils of modern times. The pro- 
posals take us round the next corner ahead — a corner which must be turned, 
if we desire to preserve free institutions. The problems that lie beyond 
that corner will become clearer when that corner has been passed; they 
can, if we so desire, be left to be dealt with when they are reached. 

The basic proposals of this Report arc neither socialism nor an alternative 
to socialism; they are required and will work under capitalism and under 
socialism alike, and whether the sector of industry conducted by private 
enterprise is large or is small. A conscious control of the economic system 
at the highest level — a new type of budget which takes man-power as its 
datum — adequate sustained demand directed for the products of industry — 
organization of the labour market — these are required in any modern so- 
ciety. These things the State must provide in any case, if the citizens want 
full employment. What else the State may be called on to do has to be de- 
termined on other grounds, or can at need be decided later. From the point 
of view of full employment, the decision depends largely on how private 
citizens use their liberties. If trade unions under full employment press wage 
claims unreasonably, maintenance of a stable price level will become impos- 
sible; wage determination will perforce become a function of the State. If 
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the private owners of business undertakings under full employment set out 
to exploit consumers by organizing monopolies and price rings, or abuse 
their economic power for political purposes, or fail, with all the help of the 
State and in an expanding economy, to stabilize the process of investment, 
the private owners cannot for long be left in their ownership. If the people 
of Britain generally under full employment become undisciplined in indus- 
try, that will show either that they are not sufficiently civilized to be led by 
anything but fear of unemployment and are unworthy of freedom, or that 
the contrf)! of industry must be changed. All liberties have their responsi- 
bilities. The greater the sense of citizen responsibility, the greater can be 
the measure of liberty and the scope that is left for agencies independent of 
the Slate. 


UNEMPLOYMENT AND THE INDIVIDUAL 

Statistics of unemployment mean rows of men and women, not of figures 
only. 'I'he three million or so^ unemployed of 1932 means three million 
lives being wasted in idleness, growing despair and numbing indifference. 
Ikhind these three million individuals seeking an outlet for their energies 
and not finding it, are their wives and families making hopeless shift with 
want, losing their birth-right of healthy development, wondering whether 
they should have been born. Beyond the men and women actually unem- 
ployed at any moment, are the millions more in work at that moment but 
never knowing bow long that work or any work for them may last. Un- 
employment in the ten years before this war meant unused resources in 
Britain to the extent of at least ^'500,000,00 per year. That was the additional 
wealth we might have had if we had used instead of wasting our powers. 
But the loss of material wealth is the least of the evils of unemployment, 
insignificant by comparison to the other evils. Even with that loss, Britain 
was still one of the richest countries of the world. If that unemployment 
could have been divided evenly over the whole people as leisure, we 
should have been as rich and altogether happier; we should have had a 
standard of living with which few countries could compare. The greatest 
evil of unemployment is not the loss of additional material wealth which 
we might have with full employment. There are two greater evils: first, that 
unemployment makes men seem useless, not wanted, without a country; 
second, that unemployment makes men live in fear and that from fear 
springs hate. 

So long as chronic mass unemployment seems possible, each man appears 
as the enemy of his fellows in a scramble for jobs. So long as there is a scram- 

•Thc highe&t number registered as unemployed was 2,979,425 in January, 1933, but 1932 in 
gener.il and particularly in its second half had higher figures than 1933. No doubt even in 1932 
there was some unemployment which escaped registration. 
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blc for jobs it is idle to deplore the inevitable growth of jealo js restrictions, 
of demarcations, of organized or voluntary limitations of output, of resist- 
ance to technical advance. By this scramble are fostered many still uglier 
growths — hatred of foreigners, hatred of Jews, enmity bctwt» n the sexes. 
Failure to use our productive powers is the source of an interminable suc- 
cession of evils. When that failure has been overcome, the way will be open 
to progress in unity without fear. 

The necessity of preventing the return of mass unemployment is a recur- 
rent theme in nearly all that has been written on reconstruction problems 
in Britain after the war, from whatever angle it is written. “Unemployment 
such as darkened the world between the two wars, must not recur.”* 
“There must be no return to the disastrous waste of man-power which char- 
acterized the period between the wars.”''^ This is the issue which in the 
years after the war, more than any other, will make or break the reputation 
of any minister of any government. Yet, as Sir John Anderson remarked ex- 
actly a year ago when discussing Assumption C of the Beveridge Report, 
“There is no question whether we can achieve full employment; we must 
achieve it. It is the central factor which will undermine the pattern of na- 
tional life after the war, including, perhaps, the fate of democratic institu- 
tions.”® The same thoughts find utterance in America: “Never again will 
doles and subsistence levels be tolerated.”^ “The liberty of a democracy is 
not safe if its business system does not provide employment and produce 
and distribute goods in such a way as to sustain an acceptable standard of 
living.” ® 

The necessity of preventing after this war a return to the mass unemploy- 
ment between the two wars is formally admitted by all. The possibility of 
doing so, if we are prepared to will the means as well as the end, is not open 
to reasonable doubt. Depressions of trade are not like earthquakes or cy- 
clones; they are man-made. In the course of relieving unemployment, all 
industrial countries, but particularly Britain, have acquired much knowl- 
edge as to its causes. Though there remain some unsolved problems, the 
conditions without which mass unemployment cannot be prevented are 
known and the main lines for remedial action arc clear. Finally, the experi- 
ence of the two wars has shown that it is possible to have a human society in 
which every man’s effort is wanted and none need stand idle and unpaid. 

* fVor^: The Future of British Industry (being a Report by the Conservative Sub-Committee 
on Industry), para. 3. 

^Nuffield College Memorandum on Employment Policy and Organization of Industry after 
the War, para. 4. 

*The Times (Editorial), i6th February, 1944. 

^ From a leaflet by the Committee for Economic Development — an organization financed by 
business firms to assist and encourage industry and commerce in the United States to plan for 
maximum employment after the war. 

* President Roosevelt in Message to Congress, 29th April, 1938. 
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SOME OBJECTIONS ANSWERED 

The doubt is not as to the possibility of achieving full employment but as 
to the possibility of achieving it without the surrender of other things that 
are even more precious. Some things which are more precious than full 
employment, that is to say, some of the essential British liberties, are sur- 
rendered in war. But it can be shown that this surrender is required by 
the special nature of the war objective, and not by the full employment 
which is incidental to war. This surrender of essential liberties would not 
be required for full employment in peace and should be refused. The Policy 
for Full Elmployment set out in this Report preserves all the essential British 
liberties; it rejects rationing, which forbids the free spending of personal in- 
come; it rejects direction of men and women to compulsory tasks; it rejects 
prohibition of strikes and lock-outs. The policy preserves also other liberties 
which, if less essential, are deeply rooted in Britain, including collective bar- 
gaining to determine wages, and private enterprise in a large sector of in- 
dustry; it preserves these lesser liberties, subject to the degree of responsibil- 
ity with which they are exercised. The policy preserves possibility of change, 
the springs of progress and the way to rising standards of life. It is not open 
to the criticism that it would destroy essential liberties or lead to stagnation. 
Is it open to any other serious objection? It will be convenient to name some 
of the possible objections and give brief answers. 

There are some who will say that full employment, combined with un- 
employment insurance, will remove the incentive of effort which depends 
on fear of starvation. The answer is that for civilized human beings ambi- 
tion and desire for service are adequate incentives. It may be that cattle 
must be driven by fear. Men can and should be led by hope. The policy set 
out in this Rcjwrt is not one of stagnation or forced equality. It does not 
give security for life in a particular job; it gives only the opportunity of 
exercising one’s gifts and energies in generous rather than in ungenerous 
rivalry with one’s fellows. 

There are some who will say that the great development of State activity 
involved in the policy proposed here will destroy the “little man,” that is to 
say the small, independent business. The answer is that the policy does noth- 
ing of the sort, unless risk of bankruptcy in trade depressions is essential 
to the existence and happiness of the “little man.” The policy is simply 
one of setting up sufficient demands. It involves, as an implication, control 
of monopolies to prevent exploitation of the demand and supervision of 
large concerns in order to plan investment. It does not touch the “little 
man” at all; he can work to meet the demand like any other. He will find 
more scope than before, once strong demand has eliminated the slumps in 
which so many small businesses in the past have come to grief. 

There arc some who will object to the proposals of this Report on the 
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ground that they involve an extension of the activities of Government and 
a consequent increase in the number of civil servants. That the proposals 
do involve action by Government in fields which in the past have been 
left wholly to private enterprise is true; the justification for this lies in the 
failures of the past. In certain industries men may find themselves working 
directly for the community in place of being the employees of a monster 
business corporation. In all industries^ the managers of large undertakings 
may find themselves both regulated and assisted in keeping what they do- 
in investment, in the location of industry, in price policy — in accord with 
national interest. But there is nothing in all the proposals of this Report to 
involve greater interference in the private lives of the mass of the people. 
On the contrary, not only will all the war-time restrictions on consumption 
and choice of work vanish with war, but many of the previous inter- 
ferences with private lives will be ended. There will be no unemployment 
assistance subject to a means test; the 8,000 officials of the Unemployment 
Assistance Board in 1938 will become unnecessary for that work. So, too, a 
substantial proportion of the 28,000 peace-time officials of the Ministry of 
Labour, that is to say, those engaged in paying or calculating unemploy- 
ment benefit, will find that occupation gone, though it may be hoppd that 
most of these will render still better service in preventing unemployment 
by organizing the labour market. A full employment policy involves more 
public control over a limited class of business undertakers, and less control 
over the private lives of the mass of the people. It may in the end mean 
fewer bureaucrats, not more. 

There may be some who will say that in the emphasis laid in this Report 
on the need for organizing the labour market the Report treats labour as a 
commodity, in conflict with the opening declaration of the Charter adopted 
by the International Labour Conference in Philadelphia in May, 1944. There 
is no conflict. The Philadelphia declaration that labour is not a commodity 
cannot mean that men should not be free to sell their labour as men sell 
commodities. In a free community the right to sell or to refrain from selling 
one’s labour by hand or brain and to bargain as to the terms on which it 
should be used is essential. This makes important the question of how those 
who desire to sell their labour and those who, whether for private profit or 
as representatives of a public authority, desire to buy the labour, shall be 
brought together. In concerning itself with these matters, the Report does 
not treat men themselves as a commodity; it treats them, as the Philadelphia 
declaration demands, as an end and not as a means; it proposes a funda- 
mental difference to be established between the position of those who desire 
to sell their labour and the position of all other sellers. Only for labour 
should the market always be a seller s market. It should not be that always 
for any particular commodity. 

There are some who will say that the policy of this Report subordinates 
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the individual to the State. The answer is that this criticism directly reverses 
the truth. If the State is regarded as more important than the individual, it 
may be reasonable to sacrifice the individual in mass unemployment to 
the progress and prosperity of his more fortunate fellows, as he is sacrificed 
in war by the dictators for their power and dominion or that of the race. 
If, on the other hand, the State is regarded as existing for the individual, a 
State which fails, in respect of many millions of individuals, to ensure them 
any opportunity of service and earning according to their powers or the 
possibility of a life free from the indignities and inquisitions of relief, is a 
Slate which has failed in a primary duty. Acceptance by the State of respon- 
sibility for full employment is the final necessary demonstration that the 
State exists for the citizens—for all the citizens — and not for itself or for a 
privileged class. 

There are some who will say that the policy of this Report is a mere pal- 
liative wluch will block the way to further reforms like socialism or com- 
munism. The answer is that the policy docs not block the way to these or 
other reforms, if they are gtxid in themselves. It is a policy directed against 
one particular evil and includes steps which must be taken under any eco- 
nomic sNstem which preserves essential liberties, in order to deal with that 
evil. The case for socialization of the means of production must be argued 
in the main on other grounds, of efficiency of production or of social justice. 
The Policy for I'ull I'.mployment is in essence that the State takes re- 
sponsibility for seeing that while any human needs arc unsatisfied, they 
are converted into efTective demand. This leaves open to argument on 
its merits the tjuestion whether production to meet that effective demand 
should be undertaken under conditions of private enterprise guided by 
profit, (»r ot social enterprise working directly for use, or of a combination of 
these methods. 

There are some who will say that the introduction of this or any other 
policy lor Mrit.mi must wait for internation.il agreement. Undoubtedly any 
economic ptjlicy tor Britain must lake account of the world of which Brit- 
ain IS part. It should he inspired by recognition of community of economic 
interest between iliffcrcnt nations. It must be framed in alternatives to suit the 
alternative jiolicie.s that may be adopted by other nations; it must include 
means of olT setting, so far as possible, fluctuations of overseas demand. But 
Britain must have her own policy; she will do better for the world and her- 
self by leading, rather than by wailing and following. The subordination of 
British policy tt) supposed international exigencies has been one of the major 
mistakes of the period between the wars, the period of disastrous appease- 
ment, political and economic. Britain is in the world and cannot escape from 
the workl or her responsibilities for world order and world prosperity, but 
she cannot meet those responsibilities unless she puts her own house in 
order. 
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JOSEPH A. SCHUMPETER 


3. From the Welfare State through Inflation to Colleetiviam* 


I 

In order to minimize the danger of misunderstandings that is ever pres- 
ent in discussions on topics such as the one of this session I want first of all 
to settle a few preliminary points before taking up my subject, which is 
the relevance, for the economic future of this country, of the present state of 
inflationary pressure. 

a) For the purposes of this paper, I define (centralist) socialism as that 
organization of society in which the means of production are controlled, 
and the decisions on how and what to produce and on who is to get what, 
are made by public authority instead of by privately-owned and privately- 
managed firms. All that we mean by the “march into socialism” is therefore 
the migration of people’s economic affairs from the private into the public 
sphere. Observe that though both socialists and antisocialists have of course 
ideas of their own on the subject, it is hardly possible to visualize a socialist 
society in this sense without a huge bureaucratic apparatus that manages the 
productive and distributive process and in turn may or may not be controlled 
by organs of political democracy such as we have today — a parliament or 
congress and a set of political officers who depend for their position upon 
the results of a competitive struggle for votes. Therefore we may equate 
the march into socialism to a conquest of private industry and trade by the 
state. The apparent paradox that this very same process is described by 
classic socialist doctrine as the “withering away of the state” is easily re- 
solved if we take account of the Marxist theory of government. Observe 
further that socialism does not exclude decentralized decision making in 
the administrative sense — just as the central management of an army does 
not deny all initiative to commanders of subgroups. And observe finally 
that socialism in our sense does not necessarily — that is, by logical necessity 
— exclude the use of competitive mechanisms as we see, e.g., from the Lange- 
Lerner model. Freedom of consumers’ choice and of choice of occupation 
may, but need not necessarily, be restricted in socialist societies. 

b) 1 do not advocate socialism. Nor have I any intention of discussing 
its desirability or undesirability, whatever this may mean. More important 
is it, however, to make it quite clear that I do not “prophesy” or predict it. 
Any prediction is extrascientific prophecy that attempts to do more than to 
diagnose observable tendencies and to state what results would be, if these 

* American liconomu Keview. Vol. XL (May, i95«)> B>' p^rmissioP. 
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tendencies should work themselves out according to their logic. In itself, 
this does not amount to prognosis or prediction because factors external to 
the chosen range of observation may intervene to prevent that consum- 
mation; because, with phenomena so far removed as social phenomena are 
from the comfortable situation that astronomers have the good fortune of 
facing, observable tendencies, even if allowed to work themselves out, may 
be compatible with more than one outcome; and because existing tendencies, 
battling with resistances, may fail to work themselves out completely and 
may eventually “stick” at some halfway house. Let us illustrate this point 
by point. 

First, no competent — and, of course, sufficiently detached — observer of 
Russia in the Stolypin era could have diagnosed the presence of any ten- 
dency towards anything at all like the Lenin system or in fact anything but 
rapid economic evolution and a lagged adaptation of institutions to the re- 
sults of that evolution. It was a war and the consequent military and ad- 
ministrative breakdown which produced the Bolshevist regime and 
no amount of unscientific determinism avails against this fact. Second, for 
the sake of brevity, I speak of centralist socialism only because it holds a 
place of honor in the discussion. But other possibilities should not be neg- 
lected. Familiar facts of our own trade-union practice suggest that a de- 
velopment towards some form of guild socialism is not entirely off the 
cards. And other familiar facts suggest that observable tendencies or some of 
them may be compatible with forms of social reorganization that are not 
socialist at all, at least not in the sense which has been adopted for this paper. 
For instance, a reorganization of society on the lines of the encyclical Quad- 
ragesima anno, though presumably possible only in Catholic societies or in 
societies where the position of the Catholic Church is sufficiently strong, no 
doubt provides an alternative to socialism that would avoid the “omnipotent 
State.” Third, most observable tendencies of any kind stop short of complete 
achievement. Thus, a socialist regime in this country would have to be bold 
indeed if it ever thought of touching the subsidized independence of the 
farmer. Even the position of the “small businessman” might prove too strong 
for bureaucracy to conquer and a large fringe may therefore be covered 
indefinitely by compromise arrangements. 

Still more important is something else, however. As economic cares mi- 
grate from the private to the public sphere, many urges that favor this mi- 
gration become satisfied, wholly or partly, so that the tendency may lose 
momentum. Some economists will add that any gradual movement towards 
a centrally planned economy offers opportunity for unfavorable develop- 
ments to be experienced which may act as brakes. I have no time to explain 
the reasons why I do not rate either possibility very highly and why, in par- 
ticular, results that arc felt to be unfavorable by sufficiently important 
groups arc more likely to exert a propelling than they arc to exert a restrain- 
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ing influence; that is, that the remedy for unsuccessful socialization which 
will suggest itself will be not less but more socialization. But for our purpose 
it is essential to notice that most of the arguments that are framed in order 
to arrive at a result favorable to the survival of the private rnterprise econ- 
omy do not really deny the existence of a tendency towards socialism in 
our sense, but only deny that it will work itself out completely. Since nobody 
can dispute this possibility there is danger that the controversy resolve itself 
into a battle of words, especially in the United States where mere words 
count for so much, where the term socialism is not popular except with some 
relatively small minority groups, and where many people who like the 
thing at the same time dislike the word and prefer to substitute another; 
e.g., liberalism.^ Hence a brief attempt at classification seems to be indicated. 

c) The reasons for believing that the capitalist order tends to destroy itself 
and that centralist socialism is— with the qualifications mentioned above— 
a likely heir apparent I have explained elsewhere. Briefly and superficially, 
they may be summed up under four heads. First the very success of the busi- 
ness class in developing the productive powers of this country and the very 
fact that this success has created a new standard of life for all classes has 
paradoxically undermined the social and political position of the same busi- 
ness class whose economic function, though not obsolete, tends to become 
obsolescent and amenable to bureaucratization. Second, capitalist activity, 
being essentially “rational,” tends to spread rational habits of mind and to 
destroy those loyalties and those habits of super- and subordination that 
are nevertheless essential for the efficient working of the institutionalized 
leadership of the producing plant. No social system can work which is based 
exclusively upon a network of free contracts between (legally) equal con- 
tracting parties and in which everyone is supposed to be guided by nothing 
except his own (short-run) utilitarian ends. Third, the concentration of 
the business class on the tasks of the factory and the office was instrumental 
in creating a political system and an intellectual class the structure and inter- 
ests of which developed an attitude of independence from, and eventually 
of hostility to, the interests of large-scale business. The latter is becoming 
increasingly incapable of defending itself against raids that are, in the short 
run, highly profitable to other classes. Fourth, in consequence of all this, 
the scheme of values of capitalist society, though casually related to its eco- 
nomic success, is losing its hold not only upon the public mind but also 
upon the “capitalist” stratum itself. Little time — though more than I have — 
would be needed to show how modern drives for security, equality, and 
regulation (economic engineering) may be explained on these lines. 

The best method of satisfying ourselves how far this process of disinte- 
gration of capitalist society has gone is to observe the extent to which its 

*For obvious reasons, this is still more the case with the term communism which, barring 
the Russian angle, should be used synonymously. 
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implications are being taken for granted both by the business class itself and 
by the large number of economists who feel themselves to be opposed to 
(hundred per cent) socialism and are in the habit of denying the existence 
of any tendency toward it. To speak of the latter only, they accept not only 
unquestioningly but also approvingly: (i) the various stabilization policies 
that are to {prevent recessions or at least depressions (that is, a large amount 
of public management of business situations even if not the principle of full 
employment); (2) the “desirability of greater equality of incomes,” rarely 
defining how far short of absolute equality they are prepared to go, and in 
connection with this the principle of redistributive taxation; (3) a rich as- 
sortment of regulative measures, frequently rationalized by antitrust slogans, 
as regards prices; (^) public control though within a wide range of varia- 
tion over the labor and the money market; (5) indefinite extension of the 
spliere of wants that are, now or eventually, to be satisfied by public enter- 
prise, either gratis or on some post-office principle; and (6) of course all 
types of security legislation. I believe that there is a mountain in Switzer- 
land on which congresses of economists have been held which have ex- 
pressetl disapproval of all or most of these things. But these anathemata have 
«\ot even provoked attack. 

It would spell complete misunder.standing of my argument if you thought 
that 1 “disapprove” or wish to criticize any of these policies. Nor am I one 
ot those who label all or some of them “socialist.” Some have been espoused, 
even in the eighteenth century, by conservative or even autocratic rulers; 
others have been on the programs of conservative parties and have been 
earned by them long before New Deal days. All I wish to emphasize is the 
fact that We have travelcel far indeed from the principles of laissez faire cap- 
italism and the lurther tact that it is possible so to develop and regulate 
capitalist institutions as to condition the working of private enterprise in a 
manner that dilTers but little from genuinely .socialist planning. The econo- 
mists I have in mind no doubt emphasize the differences they think likely 
to persist. I hey are not all agreed as to the precise location of their mov- 
able halfw.iy house. But they all realize what Marx failed to realize: on the 
one hand, the vast productive possibilities of the capitalist engine that prom- 
ise indefinitely higher mass standards of life, supplemented by gratis serv- 
ices without complete "expropriation of the expropriators”; on the other 
hand, the extent to which capitalist interests can in fact be expropriated 
without bringing the economic engine to a standstill and the extent to which 
this engine may be made to run in the labor interest. Having discovered 
this possibility of a laborist capitalism they go on to conclude that this capi- 
talism may survive indefinitely, at least under certain favorable conditions. 
I his may be so but it does not amount to a denial of my thesis. Capitalism 
does not merely mean that the housewife may influence production by her 
choice between peas and beans; nor that the youngster may choose whether 
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he wants to work in a factory or on a farm; nor that plant managers have 
some voice in deciding what and how to produce. It means a scheme of 
values, an attitude toward life, a civilization — the civilization f>f inequality 
and of the family fortune. This civilization is rapidly pa'.nng away, how- 
ever. Let us rejoice or else lament the fact as much as everyone of us likes; 
but do not let us shut our eyes to it. 

One genuine problem remains. The diagnoses that support implications 
which are favorable to the survival of laborism all lean heavily on extra- 
polations of the present spectacular development of society’s productive 
powers. But there is an element of question-begging in this. Past achieve- 
ment was the achievement of a more or less unfettered capitalism. It cannot 
be assumed without further consideration that laborism will continue to 
perform like this. We need not accept the stagnationist thesis as it stands in 
order to be disturbed by the possibility that this thesis may come true after 
all if the private-enterprise system is permanently burdened and “regulated” 
beyond its powers of endurance. In this case, an outright socialist solution 
may impose itself even on the enemies of socialism as the lesser evil. 

II 

The transformation of social orders into one another is an incessant proc- 
ess but in itself a very slow one. To an observer who studies a moderate 
span of “quiet” time, it may well seem as if the social framework he beholds 
did not change at all. Moreover, the process often suffers setbacks which, 
considered by themselves, may suggest to him the presence of an opposite 
tendency. But at times we also observe accelerations and one of the most 
obvious causes of these are major wars. In the past, successful wars may 
have added to the prestige of the ruling stratum and to the strength of the 
institutional framework with which this stratum was associated. This is 
no longer so under modern conditions. The first World War of our own 
epoch affected the social situation in the United States but little because the 
war effort was neither exhausting enough nor prolonged enough to leave a 
permanent mark. But in Europe it was different. In the vanquished coun- 
tries where the social framework caught fire, the latent tendency toward 
socialist reconstruction proved its existence by emerging to the surface and, 
for a brief period, carrying everything before it. Still more significant is- the 
fact that something similar also happened, though of course on a much re- 
duced scale, in the victorious countries. In France the bourgeois republic 
ceased to function as it had functioned before 1914. In England, a labor 
party that was not yet socialist but was influenced by a socialist wing rose 
not indeed to power but at least to office. And in both countries, the atti- 
tude of the political sector to the private-enterprise system quietly under- 
went a fundamental change. 

Given a pre-existing tendency toward the socialist goal, this is easy to 
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understand. Although voices that called for a continuation of the policies 
established during the years of the war economy did not elicit much response 
and although, for a time, public resentment of war regulations blocked 
further advance on the same lines, no return to prewar policies proved pos- 
sible even where it was attempted. This has been strikingly verified by Eng- 
land’s gold policy and its ultimate failure. In a world that was no longer 
the world of free enterprise, the gold standard — the naughty child that 
keeps on telling unpleasant truths — refused to work. 

The world crisis and the second World War were additional “accelera- 
tors” and, this time, they asserted themselves also in the United States. 
They created situations that were felt, rightly or wrongly, to be beyond the 
remedies that would have recommended themselves to the men of the free- 
enterprise age. The business class itself, afraid of the “adjustments” that 
application of these remedies would have required, accepted — though of 
course grumbling all the time — gadgets of regulation that might prevent 
the recurrence of the experiences of 1929-33 and later on others that might 
prevent a postwar crisis such as that of 1921. It has learned much and un- 
learned still more during the last quarter of a century. Also, it has accepted 
new fiscal burdens a mere fraction of which it would have felt to be unbear- 
able fifty years ago — as would, by the way, all the leading economists of that 
time. And it does not matter whether the business class accepts this new situ- 
ation or not. The power of labor is almost strong enough in itself — and 
amply so in alliance with the other groups that have in fact, if not in words, 
renounced allegiance to the scheme of values of the private-profit economy 
— to prevent any reversal which goes beyond an occasional scaling off of 
rough edges. 

Let me repeat: I do not hold for a moment that any mere “events” — 
even events of the importance of “total wars” — or the political situations 
created thereby or any attitudes or feelings entertained by individuals or 
groups on the subject of these situations dominate the long-run contours of 
social history. These are a matter of much deeper forces. But I do hold 
that such events and the situations created thereby may remove obstacles 
from the path of the more fundamental tendencies — obstacles that would 
otherwise slow up the pace of social evolution. Observe that this does not 
necessarily constitute a reason for a serious socialist to welcome such events. 
Evolution towards socialism would be slower in their absence but also 
steadier. Setbacks and the emergence of unmanageable situations would 
be less likely. Co-ordination of developments in the various sectors of na- 
tional life would be more perfect. For just as the existence of an efficient 
opposition is a requirement for the orderly functioning of democratic gov- 
ernment, so the existence of economic forces that resist institutional change 
may be necessary in order to keep the speed of this change within the limits 
of safety. 

Now one of the most powerful factors that make for acceleration of social 
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change is inflation. With so many authorities telling us that nothing under 
mines the framework of a society as does inflation, it is hardly necessary to 
dwell upon this proposition. If we accept it, then it follows from what I 
have just said that from all imaginable standpoints — the standpoint of 
irresponsible revolutionaries alone expected — it is of prime importance after 
a war so to adjust a country’s economic process as to stop it from produc- 
ing further inflation. But it is clear at the same time that this is an extremely 
difficult thing to do in a world where everybody is afraid of the short-run 
consequences of such a policy and where some of the adjustments required 
— especially a rise in many previously controlled prices without a rise in 
money wage rates — is not “politically possible” at all.* The course that was 
the obvious one to take under the circumstances and that was actually fol- 
lowed after 1945 — among mutual recriminations but still with a good deal 
of common consent — was to mitigate transitional difficulties by a dose of con- 
trolled peacetime inflation that was made more effective by the continuance 
of a high level of expenditure on the armed services and by the policy of 
European aid. Substantially, all this served its purpose and, as it became evi- 
dent to most people, though not to all economists, that a period of vigorous 
economic development, entailing vast investment requirements, was at hand, 
the hope that major disturbances would be avoided and that the economy 
of the United States would expand on a slowly rising price level was, for a 
time, not altogether unreasonable— whatever, short of another world war, 
might happen abroad. 

Considerations of this type fail, however, to take into account an ominous 
fact. At a high level of employment (we seem, at long last, to be abandoning 
full employment slogans), whether “natural” or enforced by high-employ- 
ment policies, wage demands or other demands that increase the money cost 
of employing labor become both inevitable and inflationary. They become in- 
evitable because high-level employment removes the only reason why they 
should not be raised. And they become inflationary because, with high utili- 
zation of resources, borrowing from banks and upward revision of prices 
provides a perfectly easy method of satisfying them. Though bargaining is 
still with individual trade unions, the movement is really a general one; so 
that we are drifting into the Keynesian situation in which the money wage 
rate no longer affects output and employment but only the value of the 
monetary unit. The situations of trade-union leadership and of government 
being what they are, there is nothing to stop this mechanism which — bar- 
ring exceptions that are due to the particular situations of certain firms— 
spells perennial inflationary pressure. Rising demands upon the Treasury 
and our hyperprogressive methods of taxation aggravate this condition, of 
course, but they have not created it. 

There should be no need to state that breaks in prices such as have 

* The alternative course — scaling down other prices and money wages — is not only still less 
“politically possible” but also much more difficult to do without causing a serious depression. 
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occurred and will occur again prove nothing against the presence of infla- 
tionary pressure. Even apart from the postwar movements of agricultural 
prices and (jther self-explanatory cases, such breaks occur charactetistically 
in the cf)ur.se of every inflation — as could be nicely illustrated from the Ger- 
man inflation that followed upon the first World War. People who are 
“caught,” then cry out about deflation, and so do those fellow economists of 
ours who have deflationary prognoses to live down and who, in any case, 
seem incapable of foreseeing anything but deflation. But it is a compliment — 
the more sincere because unintentional — to the productive powers of Amer- 
ican industry that doubts are at all possible as to whether our society is 
menaced hy inflation or deflation. 


Ill 

A state of perennial inflationary pressure will have, qualitatively, all the 
elTects f)f weakening the .social framework of society and of strengthening 
subversive tendencies (however carefully wrapped up in “liberal” phrases) 
that eveiy competent economist is in the habit of attributing to more spectac- 
ular inflations. But this is not all. In addition, some of the standard remedies 
for such situations will not mitigate, and may even aggravate, the present 
one. It seems to me that this is not being fully understood. Let us, therefore, 
in desperate brevity, discuss three types of such remedies. 

(i) 1 he most orthodox of all measures for the control of inflation is action 
upon the volume of borrowing through interest rates or credit rationing 
aiul the like. I fully understand, of course, that money rates must be freed 
from the grip of cheap-money policies if normalcy in the sense of a free- 
cn ter prise economy is to he attained, and that for everyone who desires re- 
turn to such normalcy, the liberation — or reconstruction— of a free-money 
market must he a point of prime importance. But this does not alter the fact 
that a re.strictive credit fiolicy would at present produce consequences c^uite 
dilTerent from those that the old theory of credit policy would lead us to 
expect. Accepting the latter without any qualification — for argument’s sake 
— we cannot help observing that it was to apply to a world in which every- 
thing was entirely flexible and which was not afraid of what I may term 
icmcdial recessions. In such a world, an increase in interest rates was sup- 
posed to reduce the volume of operations, money wages, and employment. 
Surely these effects would not materialize at present and, if they did, they 
would immediately provoke government action to neutralize them. In other 
words, credit restrictions would at present achieve little beyond increasing 
the difficulties of business. Even restrictions of consumers’ credit would have 
this effect to some extent, though something could no doubt be done in this 
field. 

b) Similar difficulties stand in the way of controlling inflation by means of 
increasing taxation— a no less orthodox remedy but which enjoys a popu- 
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larity with modern economists that is denied to credit restriction. It is quite 
true that something might be accomplished by increasing taxf s on consump- 
tion. In an inflationary situation this would even be good Keynesianism. But 
if it is the corporation tax and the higher-bracket income tax which is to be 
increased, the effect upon inflationary pressure would be sm.ifl at best and 
might even be negative. For if the present rate of industrial progress is to 
continue and therefore the present rate of obsolescence of equipment is to 
continue, also, increasing resort would have to be taken to inflationary bank 
credit in order to make up for the decrease in the available non-inflationary 
means of finance. Alternatively, a decrease in those rates of progress and of 
obsolescence would indeed decrease inflationary pressure for the moment 
but increase it in the long run.® 

c) The third household remedy consists in direct controls: price fixing, 
priorities and the like, including subsidies. Why they are so popular with 
certain sectors of public opinion is a question that need not concern us. For 
the bureaucracy in particular their reintroduction would spell reconquest of 
ground that has been lost; for the trade unions it would spell a decisive ad- 
vantage in the campaign for the conquest of the profit item; for business it 
would mean the loss of the line of retreat that is open to it so long as most, if 
not all, attacks upon it can be partly, if not wholly, parried by price adjust- 
ments. Or at least, it would make this retreat dependent upon government 
permission — which there is no reason to believe would be granted for pur- 
poses of securing means for improving the productive engine. In other 
words, price control may result in a surrender of private enterprise to public 
authority; that is, in a big stride toward the perfectly planned economy. 

I do not pretend to prophesy; I merely recognize the facts and point out 
the tendencies which those facts indicate. 

Perennial inflationary pressure can play an important part in the eventual 
conquest of the private-enterprise system by the bureaucracy — the resultant 
frictions and deadlocks being attributed to private enterprise and used as 
arguments for further restrictions and regulations. I do not say that any 
group follows this line with conscious purpose, but purposes are never 
wholly conscious. A situation may well emerge in which most people will 
consider complete planning as the smallest of possible evils. They will cer- 
tainly not call it socialism or communism, and they will presumably make 
some exceptions for the farmer, the retailer, and the small producer. Under 

* I have no iliflicuUy in understanding why this argument does not impress our radical friends. 
But I confess that J find it difficult to understand the position of some excellent economists who 
arc quite above any suspicion that they would welcome the failure of our industrial engine to 
work on successfully and who nevertheless list reduction in industrial investment among the 
acceptable means for counteracting inflation, both in this country and in England. Incidentally, 
it should be noticed that the opinion of some 'onservative stalwarts that high and highly pro- 
gressive taxation might promote, and that reductions in taxation (at the right spots) might de- 
crease, inflationary dangers does not neccssarilv merit all the sneers it usually gets. 
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these circumstances, our capitalist, free-enterprise system as a scheme of 
values, a way of life, and a civilization may not be worth bothering about. 

Whether the American genius for mass production on whose past per- 
formance all optimism for this way of life rests is up to this test, I dare not 
affirm, nor do I dare to affirm that the policies responsible for this situation 
might be reversed. 

Marx was wrong in his diagnoses of the manner in which capitalist society 
would break down; he was not wrong in the prediction that it would break 
down eventually. The stagnationists are wrt)ng in their diagnosis of the rea- 
sons why the capitalist process should stagnate; they may still turn out to be 
right in their prognosis that it will stagnate — with sufficient help from the 
public sector. 


RUSSELL W. DAVENPORT 


4. Welfare Capitalism, JSot Welfare State^ 


Since the depression of ii )^2 there has existed in the U.S. a trend that runs 
parallel with the socialist trend in Britain and Burope. Inaugurated by the 
New Deal, it has been carried further by Harry Truman’s h’uir Deal and its 
program for a "welfare state.” Opponents of the trend have cogently argued 
that, if continued, it can lead nowhere except to socialism. Their case is 
fairly overwhelming. They point to the mounting taxes required to meet 
wcllare costs, the loss of initiative, the rigidifying of the economy, the de- 
struction of open markets, the growth and concentration of government 
power. While none of these effects has run its full course in the U.S., it is 
easy to show that all of them have begun. The conclusion can hardly be 
escaped, that the ‘‘\selfare stale” is of necessity the prelude to a total state. 
^ et, as Winsion C'hurchill has been heard to observe, the argument against 
the welfare state is intricate and involved — ill adapted to political campaign- 
ing. 1 he result is that even though the American people are dead set against 
state socialism — as all the polls indicate — they continue to support men and 
measures that can lead them eventually nowhere else. 

Deeply implicated in this situation is that vast combination of capital and 
lal>or known as American industrial enterprise. The incredible achievements 
of this system of private ownership scarcely need reviewing in Fortune, 
which has been re|X)rting them now for twenty years. American enterprise 

Fortune, Vol. XL 1949). Copyright 1949, Time Inc. Kv pcrrni'»sion. 



THE WELFARE STATE 705 

has literally changed the nature of life on earth. It has created a new kind of 
* society, with new criteria and new hopes. It has twice saved Western civili- 
zation on the battlefield. It has set living standards never dreamed of before. 
And it now stands forth against other systems, whose promises may be al- 
luring but whose performances are slim, as the representative of a way of 
life evolved in freedom and offering the only hope of a solution to the heart- 
breaking problems of Western man. 

Yet at the mid-century mark, faced with mounting political pressures for 
“welfare,” American enterprise, despite its protestations, is neither confident 
of itself nor hopeful of its future. It is, instead, hesitant and uncertain. It lives 
in the shadow of a government, which, while paying it lip service, seems 
both hostile to its hopes and blind to its needs. It is engaged in a political 
struggle with its own workers, who also pay it lip service, but who act as if 
enterprise were their enemy. It is burdened with unwise taxes based on 
political rather than economic considerations; yet it is too inept politically 
to get these ct)rrected. Its profits are attacked as exorbitant, though these are 
the chief source of capital growth, upon which jobs depend. It is bedeviled 
by the fear of war, of Communism, of depression, of collapse. In short, de- 
spite its magnificent record, American enterprise has failed to hold the con- 
fidence of the people, or to generate that kind of initiative which has hitherto 
accounted for its leadership. 

These considerations give rise to two fundamental questions; 

1) Is the demand of the American people for “welfare” a justifiable de- 
mand, or is it merely the irresponsible clamor of the mob for bread and 
circuses? 

2) If it is a justifiable demand, consonant with the necessities of social 
evolution, is there any way to satisfy it without recourse to the authoritarian 
state? 

These are the two most important questions facing the American people 
on the domestic front at the mid-century mark. They are inseparable ques- 
tions. For if the demand of the people is not justified, then there is nothing 
for the conscientious leader of public opinion to do but to oppose it — a posi- 
tion already taken by many so-called “conservatives.” If, on the other hand, 
it is justified, then a dilemma emerges; do the people want “welfare” so 
much that they are willing to accept socialism; or, if they knew socialism 
were inevitable otherwise, would they be willing to give up some of the 
“welfare” in order to avoid it? Or is there some other way out? 

It is the thesis of this article that the above dilemma is unreal — that there is, 
indeed, a way out. The development of this way out is not primarily the 
task of politicians, or even of the people at large. It is primarily the task of 
the enterprisers, the businessmen, who find themselves today in such aii 
anomalous situation. This way out, moreover, is no mere compromise; it is a 
new opportunity, which, if seized through clear thinking and bold action, 
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can open up a whole new social and economic era for the American people. 
That it has not been seized to date is not because it is idealistic or nebulous,, 
nor because the “wave of the future” is against enterprise, nor because state 
socialism is inevitable, but liecause businessmen have not yet fully awakened 
to the possibilities inherent in it. These possibilities, it is contended here, are 
so great, and the political theory supporting them is so sound, that American 
business now has a chance to lead the way to a new solution for modern man, 
applicable not only in the U.S. but throughout the Western world. 

That such a subject goes beyond the bounds of a single article scarcely 
needs to be said. Other articles will follow. Let us begin, however, with an 
examination of the two inseparable questions already posed, on the supposi- 
tion that, if they can be answered, further inquiry will be stimulated and 
more precise recommendations evolved. 

IS “welfare” justified.? 

In a helpful article in Foreign Affairs for July, 1949, G. T. Robinson, 
director of the Russian Institute at Columbia University, had this to say 
concerning U.S. political economy: 

"There is urgent need for philosophic reconstruction and renewal. This 
underta/(ing has some resemblance, on the one hand, to that of the philos- 
ophies of the French Encyclopaedia, and on the other, to that of the authors 
of the Declaration of Independence, the Virginia Bill of Rights, or the 
French Declaration of the Rights of Man and the Citizen. All these mon- 
umental achievements were products of collaboration, and a somewhat sim- 
ilar collaborative effort would give the best promise of meeting our present 
need — a tasl{ for philosophers, in all the eighteenth-century . . . richness of 
that term.” 

One may go along with Mr. Robinson in recommending collaborative dis- 
cussions on the philo.sophical foundations of the American system; yet one 
must be careful at the same time not to fall into the assumption, characteris- 
tic of many modern thinkers, that such foundations are altogether lacking 
today. In /Xmerica there does in fact exist a foundation, formulated at the 
very outset of the American experiment and generally referred to as the 
Rights of Man — the “unalienable” Rights to Life, Liberty, and the Pursuit of 
Happiness. It is true that the modern intellectual tends to dismiss these 
Rights as mere verbiage, or else as obsolete; and semanticists raise the further 
warning that the concepts involved are so abstract that they may mean any- 
thing at all. Nevertheless, three very distinct concepts are involved; and so 
far from being obsolete, inspection shows that they are very much alive to- 
day. If we adopt the hypothesis, that the founders chose their words care- 
fully, and if we are willing to enter into their meaning in an open-minded 
way, a proposition emerges which “collaborative discussions” certainly could 
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not disregard, and which may serve us in the meantime as a kind of crite- 
rion, tested by nearly 175 years of progress. 

Three different spheres of human life are covered by the American propo- 
sition, each with its own peculiarities and characteristics; and three different 
l^inds of rights are actually invoked. Of the three, the Right to Liberty has 
played the dominant role in American evolution, to such an extent that the 
meaning of the others has been somewhat obscured. This Right, when ex- 
tended through practical legislation, has to do with the individual’s relation- 
ship to the society in which he lives — his relationship to other individuals, 
and, most important, his relationship to the state. The Right to Liberty gives 
every individual certain protections that are publicly recognized and officially 
enforced. It is therefore correctly characterized as the political Right. 

Yet the American proposition is not merely political. It is also spiritual. 
This becomes evident when we consider the Right to the Pursuit of Happi- 
ness. This Right cannot very well be translated into strictly political terms; 
it can have meaning only in the spiritual or cultural sphere. What it means, 
in brief, is that the individual is guaranteed an opportunity to fulfill himself 
as he may choose. The manner of his fulfillment will depend, not upon the 
state, but upon his own version of the nature of happiness, which may be 
materialistic, idealistic, or halfway between, according to his lights. This 
principle, evidently, goes far beyond the mere political guarantee of free 
speech, etc. It is a fundamental guarantee to the human spirit, an appeal to 
freedom not only within the law but beyond the law, in the realm of 
human aspiration. 

What, then, is the meaning of the Right to Life? Is it merely the right to 
breathe? For a century before the Declaration of Independence political 
thinkers in both England and France had concerned themselves with the 
foundations of government. Taking their start from a hypothetical state of 
nature, in which every man was threatened with violence by every other 
man, they concluded that the first justification of an organized society was 
the protection of life and limb. In its simplest terms, then, the Right to Life 
is the right to go “unarmed unharmed”; and this construction of the Right 
was all that seemed necessary in a frontier society where violence was always 
a real possibility. 

Today, however, the lawless highwayman is the exception, and the rough 
frontier has gone. Men still need protection from violence: yet violence does 
not constitute the chief threat to life. This threat has now become economic. 
In an industrial city like Pittsburgh, for example, it is sheer hypocrisy to talk 
about the Rights of Man in terms only of Liberty and the Pursuit of Happi- 
ness. Since meat, milk, and vegetables will not grow on Pittsburgh’s streets, 
when a worker loses his job he cannot eat — that is, he cannot live. If the 
American preposition is to have any meaning in Pittsburgh, therefore, an 
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economic Right must be established. And this is none other than the eight- 
eenth-century Right to Life. 

This latter interpretation may encounter a certain skepticism. Does it not 
read into the Rights of Man more than the founders could have been aware 
of? Yes, and no. It has been characteristic of all our great documents, in- 
cluding the Declaration of Independence and the Constitution itself, that 
they contain many intuitive truths that must be understood and interpreted 
in the light of changing circumstances. Were this not so they could scarcely 
have endured for more than a century and a half. The political founders, 
who formulated their philosophy before the rise of industrialism, could 
not foretell the precise nature of the economic problems that industrialism 
would create. For them the economic problem was summed up in the right 
to own property and enjoy its fruits, since this was the way most Americans 
of that day lived— self-employed, on farms, or with the tools of their craft. 
But as Sumner Slichter has pointed out, we have today, for the first time in 
history, an economy composed predominantly of employees — more than 
three out of four persons who work in the U.S. work in that capac- 
ity.* Hence the economic emphasis has been transferred from property to 
jobs. If, therefore, we are to give reality to the American proposition in our 
time, wc must be prepared to translate the Right to Life in accordance with 
the necessities of human evolution. Paraphrased today, this Right extends 
beyond the problem of life and limb to that of economic need; it must in- 
clude in its meaning the proposition that society shall not proceed in such a 
way, and the right to property shall not be so construed, as to deny to human 
beings the possibility of living — that is to say, in modern society, of earning a 
living. 

THE WAY OUT 

The acceptance of this view, that three difTerent l{inds of Rights are in- 
volved in the American proposition — spiritual rights (Pursuit of Happi- 
ness), |X)litical rights (Liberty), and economic rights (Life)— sheds a strong 
light on the first of the questions already posed: is the demand of the Amer- 
ican people for “welfare” a justifiable demand? On the basis of the Rights 
of Man, translated into modern terms, there can be no doubt that it is. For 
what the people mean by “welfare” is, precisely, the implementation of the 
Right to Life. This is not to say, of course, that every new welfare scheme 
has to be accepted. It is not even to say that we can afford all the “welfare’* 
that the j>coplc think they have a right to. But if we are to do anything more 
than scratch the surface in our search for a modern solution in the field of 
jx)litical economy, we must recognize that the trend, which was inaugurated 
with the New Deal, and which is now pressing against enterprise in the 
form of the “welfare state,” arises from an instinctive demand on the part 

* The Amerifgn F.ronomv, Sumner H. Slichter. 
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of the American people for the implementation of one of .he basic Rights 
that their forefathers designated in the very beginning as an essential of free- 
dom. 

Does this mean, then, that we are faced with a development similar to that 
of Britain, where the demand for an adequate implementation of the Right 
to Life has resulted in a socialist state? Is it true that wc must either accept 
socialism or else spend our political energies, like many conscientious “con- 
servatives” at the present time, in opposing an apparently irresistible wave? 
Such simplified alternatives are seldom real. An examination of the true 
nature of the American proposition points to a way out. 

One of the radical contributions of the American proposition, as originally 
formulated, was that it put government in its rightful place. And this very 
question of the role of government happens to be the key question in modern 
political economy. The coincidence suggests that our real trouble has been a 
failure to interpret the American proposition correctly. And it holds forth a 
promise that the trouble can be overcome if we now learn to interpret it. 

Government, of course, exists for the purpose of assuring the existence 
and maintenance of all three of the Rights of Man; but government is not 
adapted to the implementation of any of them, save only the political rights. 
The fact that Americans have been so intent upon the establishment of the 
political rights, making Liberty almost synonymous with the whole of the 
American proposition, has led to some confusion on this score. But in one 
field, the cultural or spiritual, the correct principle has clearly emerged. We 
turn to government for the building and support of many of our educational 
institutions, but we oppose as a violation of freedom any interference with 
our cultural rights. These, we maintain, must be exercised and implemented 
by each and every individual and by the cultural institutions themselves. 
The universities, not the state, should appoint professors, designate what 
should or should not be taught, and generally implement the principles of 
academic freedom. The universities are, in this sense, guardians of the cul- 
tural right. Similarly, the right to religious freedom is exercised and im- 
plemented by the churches and other religious bodies, and by every individ- 
ual. The real implementation of cultural or spiritual rights is a question 
beyond the province of government. 

The question of economic rights does not present an exact parallel to that 
of cultural rights. At the present time government has to concern itself with 
economic rights in many different ways. But the point at issue here is not 
whether government should concern itself at all, but whether private citizens 
acting in their economic and corporate capacities, that is to say, whether 
business should concern itself at all. There are many who maintain that it 
should not. The job of a businessman, these people point out, is to run 
a profitable enterprise. He is neither a social policeman nor a political re- 
former. His usk lies with markets— the market for capital, the market for 
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labor, the market for his goods — and if he is deflected frona this by the ne- 
cessity of implementing human rights he will not perform his own task well. 
The business of business, these people maintain, is economic and not social 

Ironically, however, it is exactly this |X)sition that is leading society toward 
some form of managed economy wherein privately owned business will not 
be able to flourish. For the economic rights of man cannot be escaped. And 
if it is true that business has no business in this field, then it follows that these 
rights must continuously be implemented by the state. This is precisely the 
basic principle of state socialism, which acknowledges the first Right, the 
Right to Life, but which finds no way to make it a reality except through 
authoritarian compulsion. If, therefore, businessmen insist on separating 
themselves from the field of rights to concern themselves only with the field 
of markets, the only answer a democratic society can reach is that of state 
socialism. 

And there is only one escape from this answer, namely, that businessmen 
and industrialists must concern themselves with economic rights. They must 
take responsibility for them, just as educators, artists, and religious leaders 
take responsibility for the cultural or spiritual rights; and they must learn 
how to implement them. Indeed, if the matter is examined carefully, it will 
be seen that the business community, in combination with labor, is the only 
institution that can concern itself with these rights without misleading or 
stifling the economy. Those who take the position that rights are no affair of 
business are confusing economic rights with political rights. The political 
rights are entirely the affair of government, the courts, and other public in- 
stitutions. Rut such institutions arc ill adapte<l to the implementation of 
economic rights; a court may uphold the law, but it cannot intelligently 
determine the best agreement or productive system for carrying it out. And 
government bureaus, as we are learning, arc inefficient instruments to this 
end. The people who arc best able to implement such rights, in all their 
manifold aspects, are the people actually engaged in the economic process, 
namely, the owners, managers, and workers. Between them they know, or 
can find out. what the troubles are, how to fix them, how to provide better 
solutions for the future, and what the costs of such solutions will be. If the 
American proposition is to be correctly interpreted, they, not the govern- 
ment, are the actual guardians of the Right to Life. 


THE NATURE OF THE TASK 

The way out of the dilemma, therefore, is not to seek to deny the justifiable 
demand of the people for the implementation of the Right to Life. Rather it 
is, by conscious and concerted voluntary action, to transfer the primary re- 
sponsibility, and therefore the initiative, from government to private hands. 
Such a move, if undertaken with enough resolution and on a broad enough 
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scale, would at a single stroke cut through the socialist threat and open up a 
whole new vista of freedom. 

What, then, does this move entail? How do we go about it? First of all, 
the Right to Life is not the right to live in any old society, but specifically, in 
the society in which the individual has been trained, for which he is adapted, 
and to which he makes his contribution — the American society. And “life” 
in the American society is something more than mere subsistence. How 
much “more” is not a matter that any one generation can settle, nor one to be 
determined here. There are a number of over-all objectives that have to be 
accepted in our time if the Right is to have meaning. For example, the 
American way of life includes a concept of decency which is so important 
that it is probably unrealistic to talk about the Right to Life in America 
without reference to it. It includes, also, a certain opportunity for advance- 
ment, without which most Americans would consider life intolerable. It in- 
cludes freedom of movement and communication: if a man loses his job, for 
instance, he should be able to get about in order to find another one. More 
recently it has begun to include some kind of orderly provision for the main- 
tenance of health, on the grounds that a man in bad health is to that extent 
handicapped and that the welfare of his family is jeopardized. And so forth. 
Perhaps a good project for Mr. Robinson’s philosophers would be to com- 
pose a Bill of Kconomic Rights that would, in effect, define the Right to 
Life in terms that modern Americans could understand. 

But second, since the Right to Life raises such broad considerations, the 
full implementation of it touches almost every aspect of the economic system, 
governmental as well as private. The maintenance of opportunity, for ex- 
ample, poses a number of problems such as that r)f the tax program. The 
maintenance of employment, a critical factor in the implementation of the 
Right to Life, leads into the issue of governmental fiscal policy. Indeed, a 
thoroughgoing study of how to implement this Right would have to take up 
the tangled question of competition: how monopoly can be restrained — how 
government interference with prices can be restricted — how the open market 
can be preserved. 

These weighty matters, however, lie beyond our present thesis. We are 
concerned here primarily with the American business community; and 
while businessmen interest themselves as citizens in all of the above ques- 
tions, there is one aspect of the Right to Life that opens up before them as 
their particular concern. It is to be found at their very doorstep, in that un- 
settled area of modern society known as “employee relations” or “manage- 
ment-labor relations.” It is here — on the front line, so to speak — where 
worker and employer come together for the production of wealth, that the 
implementation of the Right to Life becomes most understandable and most 
pressing. And it is precisely here that American industrial enterprise has its 
opportunity to seize the initiative. 
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There are as many “solutions” to the labor-management problem as there 
are business concerns. In every plant, conditions and personalities are differ- 
ent, which means that the economic rights have to be implemented in 
different ways. Nevertheless, for our present purpose, to define as clearly as 
possible the nature of the task herein proposed, the whole field of labor man- 
agement falls conveniently into three divisions. While some companies will 
put chief emphasis on one, others on another, it is doubtful whether a satis- 
factory solution can be found without some reference to all three. 

I. ECONOMIC SECURITY 

Americans have come to use the word “security” as more or less synony- 
mous with what has here been called the Right to Life. It is a much mis- 
iinder.stofid word. Indeed the worker’s idea of security is far more dynamic 
than his critics like to pretend. He would not want “security” carried to such 
a point that freedom of dunce and a chance for advancement would be 
eliminated; nor, on the other hand, does he expect something for nothing. 
What he means is, that he thinks he has a right, which ought to be just as 
good as the employer’s right, to he able to live in the society, to participate in 
it, in a permanent and confident way. His right to live in it — his Right to 
Life — must not be taken away from him by circumstances, such as fluctua- 
tions in employment, over which he has no control; or by accident or the 
onset of old age. 

Hoiled down to its most practical terms, security for the worker means 
stable empKiyment. Idmo Roper, summarizing the researches of many years, 
has stated that ten times as many workers would rather have steady em- 
ployment than higher pay, and twenty-five times as many would rather 
have it than shorter hours. Yet .steady employment is probably the hardest 
kind of .security for the employer to provide. To most industrial workers the 
annual wage is the symbol of the ultimate to be achieved in this area, and a 
few companies such as (ieo. A. Hormcl, Procter & Gamble, and the Nunn- 
Rush Shoe C'o. have successfully installed it. But most employers consider it 
virtually an impossibility.^ 

Such experienced practitioners as Jay Hormel and Richard Deupree of 
Procter & Ciamble, however, make a point of great significance for those 
companies that cannot sec their w'ay to an annual wage. The first step, they 
say, is not the proclamation of the guarantee but the stabilizing of employ^ 
ment to the highest possible degree within the circumstances prevailing in 
the particular company. The truth is, that an annual guarantee is impossible 
until this painful stabilizing process has been carried out. And nearly every 
company, if it is willing to make the effort, can achieve a far greater degree 

' However, more have succeetieti in achieving it than might be supposed. The Latimer Report, 
maiic tor the federal government, revealed that in 1946 a total of 196 annual wage plans covered 
501) establishments. 
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of stability than prevails today. Production for stock, transfe - of workers to 
other departments (here the union must cooperate), a flexible work week 
(the Fair Labor Standards Act should be amended to allow more latitude 
in this respect), the development of complementary products, ,md the sched- 
uling of maintenance work in slack seasons, are methods of stabilization that 
are now being used by some employers and should be used by more. The 
Standard Oil Co. (New Jersey), without actually guaranteeing the wage, is 
an outstanding example of progress in this direction. In an industry that is 
subject to wide seasonal variations, Jersey now reports that 90 per cent of its 
employees (wage-rate as well as salaried) have been continuously employed 
since they were hired. 

Economic security can also be strengthened by insurance schemes in 
which the workers themselves may participate — pensions, hospital plans, 
general medical plans, maternity care, accident insurance, and so forth. Per- 
haps the most spectacular pension system is that of Sears, Roebuck, to which 
the employee contributes 5 per cent of his yearly salary (up to $250 a year) 
and the company contributes 5 per cent of its net annual profits before 
federal taxes and dividends. The result is a huge fund of $216 million that 
owns 19 per cent of Sears stock and whose retirement benefits, in many 
cases, considerably exceed the mere requirements of “security.” 

International Business Machines has one of the most generous retirement 
plans in industry, which is paid for entirely by the company. Many smaller 
businesses that do not have the resources to set up plans on this scale have 
had recourse to the profit-sharing trust. This has the advantage that the 
company is committed to payments only in years when it has profits. Stein, 
Hall & Co., Sylvania Electric Products, Nathan Straus-Duparquet, Inc., and 
Electrolux Corp. have all chosen this method. Despite the inexcusable diffi- 
culties created by the U.S. tax laws. Continental Paper has managed to work 
out a trust for retirement benefits geared to productivity and cost savings. 

So many companies and unions, indeed, have provided for pensions, some 
form of medical care, and other aspects of security, that it hardly seems fair 
to mention any few of them. This fact was noted by the steel fact finders’ 
report to President Truman only a few weeks ago. “The concept of provid- 
ing social insurance and pensions for workers in industry,” said that report, 
“has become an accepted part of modern American thinking”; and the re- 
port further points out that such insurance has been gained “either by the 
unilateral action of employers or, to an increasing extent, through collective 
bargaining.” The examples given here serve merely to illustrate the principle 
in hand : to protect the worker, at the economic level, from risks and human 
vicissitudes that could otherwise ruin him. Through such measures he is 
given a chance to live in his society on a continuing basis and in a confident 
way. 
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If, however, the “welfare state” is to be avoided, insurance plans of this 
kind must be even further developed, with employers taking the initiative. 
Very little work, for example, has as yet been done on the possibility of 
privately insuring against layoff or temporary unemployment caused by eco- 
nomic recessions, though preliminary investigations would seem to leave 
this possibility open. Eastman Kodak, together with eighteen other 
Rochester firms, launched such a plan in 1931 but had no chance to build 
up adetpiatc funds before mass unemployment struck. The plan was there- 
fore abandoned. Nevertheless, since certain advantages would accrue to enter- 
prise were it able to put an unemployment backlog behind its employees (as 
a supplement, at least, to government unemployment insurance), new exper- 
iments should be tried. 


2. HUMANIZATION 

One of the most difficult problems management has to face in a large in- 
dustrial plant is that of the human being. And the failure to solve this prob- 
lem has had as much to do with the weakening of the enterprise system, 
here and throughout the world, as any other single factor. As Eltt)n Mayo 
has said, "While material efficiency has been increasing for two hundred 
years, the human capacity for working together has in the same period con- 
tinually diminished." 

A man’s work is of necessity a commodity that he sells on a market. The 
problem is, how to buy it without taking over the man too — that is to say, 
without making him the slave of the machines that he is supposed to com- 
mand. .\mcricans have instinctively resisted the idea that the labor of the 
human being is a commodity, and have so expressed themselves in such 
fund.imenial legislation as the Cdayton Act. And the whole trade-union 
iiKwement is in fact an effort to protect the man who sells the work. Con- 
scipiently it can be said that the first, most elementary step in the humaniza- 
tion of industry is the principle of collective bargaining. 

However, c;ollective bargaining alone is not enough. The worker needs 
not only a power to bargain bvit a sense of belonging. He wants to be treated 
like a human being — not just a number on a payroll. In a big plant this is not 
easy. '1 he gieatcsi danger at the present time is a certain observable tendency 
among managements to rely upon “gadgets” that have their origin in the 
fields of advertising, selling, and public relations. "Human relations” has 
become a catch phra.se and formulas for "human engineering” are spring- 
ing up like mushrooms. These approaches are dangerous because they are 
apt to end in disillusionment for management and workers alike. 

The humanization of industry is something that has to be undertaken 
with the utmost earnestness and it must have the personal attention and 
enthusiasm of the topmost executive. Loudspeaker systems, plant newspa- 
pers, suggestion boxes, depth interviewing, and similar devices are perfectly 
sound so long as their limitations arc understood. It is obviously necessary 
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to develop adequate forms of communication between employer and em- 
ployee. But the communications must have integrity. Management must 
really respect the worker’s ideas. And on the other hand, the information 
that management gives out must be real information about matters that af- 
fect the Workers’ lives — not pep talks and political orations. The manage- 
ment that pursues this question will find that one of the keys to it is the fore- 
man, who should be specially trained for the purpose. General Electric and 
Servel, among many others, place great emphasis on the foreman’s role. 

That which has hitherto been lacking in this field, however, is precisely 
the theme of this article, namely, the recognition by the employer that his 
employee is possessed of certain rights, the implementation of which is the 
joint concern of the bf)ss and the worker. From this principle the humaniz- 
ing of the shop will inevitably follow. 


3. PARTICIPATION 

The more labor relations arc studied, the more evident it becomes that the 
ultimate answers are to be found in a real participation of the employee in 
the destiny of the business. This can be effected at various levels. A great 
number of firms have profit-sharing plans, some of which are extremely 
successful. Yet profit sharing as such is often disappointing, because the 
monetary incentive is an inadequate one when relied on exclusively to es- 
tablish good labor relations. Only the personal participation of the employee 
in both the profits and that part of management which has to do with 
production can evoke from him the kind of dynamic cooperation that the 
enterprise system now needs. The reason has been eloquently stated by James 
C. Worthy of Sears, Roebuck: 

“The essence of ‘free enterprise’ is a system of economic and political or- 
ganization which taps spontaneously the creative and productive resources 
of its citizens. Under conditions of small-scale enterprise the ‘hidden hand’ of 
prices, costs, and profits was a reasonably adequate means for accomplishing 
this spontaneous release . . . We must recognize, however, that this ‘hidden 
hand,’ by itself, is quite inadequate for tapping any high percentage of the 
productive energies of a nation when the greater part of its workers are no 
longer independent enterprisers but are employees of larger corporate entities 
and, therefore, not directly subject to the stimulus and control of the eco- 
nomic processes of the market. 

"’Business management must develop within its own organization struc- 
ture a system of stimulation and control which will be as effective in re- 
leasing and directing the productive energies of individuals and groups as 
the ’hidden hand’ of prices, costs, and profits has been in releasing and di- 
recting the efforts of corporate enterprises." ® 

• Jatne^ C. Worthy, “Democratic Principles in Business Management,” Advanced Management, 
March, 1949. 
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Various experiments along these creative lines are now being tried, such 
as McO)rmick Co.’s “Multiple Management Plan,” the Rucker “Share of 
Production” plan (Orangeburg Manufacturing, Continental Paper, Reznor 
Manufacturing), Bundy Tubing’s “Cost Saving Sharing Plan,” and the re- 
markable pioneering of Joseph N. Scanlon of M.I.T. (to be reported in a 
forthcoming issue of Fortune). In any case, the principle of participation, 
which industry has scarcely begun to explore, probably holds the key to the 
solution of more labor problems than any other. For it represents not only a 
verbal acccjitance of the worker’s economic rights, but an actual integration 
of them with the industrial process. 

THE THORNY PATH 

Many will not alttigether agree with the three categories just outlined; 
some will want to add other categories; others will point out that in actual 
practice one merges into another. These objections can be granted providing 
only that the over all objective is held clear; that the worker is a human be- 
ing (not an industrial atom), who, as a member of the American .society, is 
in possession of certain rights that stem from the “unalienable” Right to 
Life; that these rights entitle him, on the one hand, to adequate protections, 
and on the other, to adequate incentives; and that their implementation is 
primarily the joint concern of himself (through his union, if he so desires) 
and ot his enqiloyer, acting as private parties. 

Moreover, it is equally important to be aware of what is not involved. 
Altruism, tor exanqile, is most emphatically not involved. The paternalistic 
view that an employer is in some mysterious way personally responsible for 
the happiness and welfare of his workers belongs — if it ever belonged any- 
where— to a feudal type of society, not a democratic one. There is no ques- 
tion, either, of burdening a business with so many welfare plans that it loses 
its flexibility and power of growth. Nor is there a question of setting 
minima of various kinds so high that the given company would find itself 
unable to survive a penotl of depression. The businc.ss must be profitable 
over a reasonable period of time, and it is the employer’s job to make it so. 
The economic rights ol the workers, therefore, arc not strictly speaking ^6- 
though with the help of government they can be made virtually so. 
They are inevitably related to the profitability of the enterprise. 

The objection will l>e laiscd, that all this sounds fine, but the labor itself 
makes it impossible. 'I'he rcs|M)nsibility for implementing economic rights in 
a free non-patcrnalistic scKiety must be a joint one, and this in turn requires 
that lalx>r bring to the economic problem the same intelligence and good 
will that the employer is asked to bring to the social problem. A full discus- 
sion of this question would lead into another field. We may dismiss it here 
with the passing observation, that if American labor wants to avoid a gov- 
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ernment'tnanaged system it must awake to the necessities of a privately man- 
aged one. This in turn requires the development of a higher type of labor 
leadership than is commonly found today. 

An even greater obstacle lying across the thorny path of the employers is 
government itself. The business community has in the past committed the 
error of permitting government to assume the role of sole protector of the 
employee, the sole guardian of his rights. If, for example, when the bottom 
dropped out of things in 19 p, businessmen had taken the lead, by insisting 
that the government help ihem to implement the economic rights of their 
employees, the whole tenor of American history during the last two decades 
would have been different. Instead, business allowed Mr. Roosevelt to step 
into that heroic role. And Mr. Roosevelt and his heirs and assigns have been 
shrewd enough to capitalize on it ever since. The result is that almost all the 
legislation having to do with the implementation of these rights is designed 
to promote the role of government, not enterprise. Certain tax legislation and 
Treasury rulings, instead of providing incentives, actually make it difficult 
to set up private social insurance. 

In a modern society, obviously, there is much room for government action. 
For one thing, even if American businessmen should undertake an extensive 
program of implementing the economic rights of their employees, this 
would not directly affect everyone in the nation. Yet the trouble with Wash- 
ington is that, instead of trying to pass as much resjwnsibility as possible over 
to private hands, through tax incentives and other devices, it tries to pass as 
little as possible. It has forgotten how to be a servant of the people. The result 
is the trend already mentioned, paralleling European socialism. 

The.se and other obstacles can be overcome only if employers will now 
abandon the defensive position that they have been occupying and really take 
the initiative. To make the obstacles an excuse for doing nothing is merely to 
increase them. The only way to begin to change the quality of the labor 
leadership is to challenge it with a proposition, the validity of which no good 
American could deny. And the only way to stop the trend toward govern- 
ment power is the exertion of private leadership in behalf of those goals that 
the administration finds it so profitable to exploit. Leadership and initiative 
are the only answers to the dilemma of enterprise. 


THE MAGNIFICENT OPPORTUNITY 
Moreover, there is real hope that enterprise will not begin to exert this* 
leadership — for one good reason, namely, that the opportunity in question is 
no mere reformer’s opportunity, no mere dreamer’s opportunity. It is in the 
literal sense of the word an economic opportunity, a profit opportunity. The 
line of reasoning adopted here opens up for industrial enterprise the possibil- 
ity of an entirely new capitalistic adventure. And when enterprisers begin to 
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realize this they will surely find the means — as they always have in the past 
to push through the obstacles, whatever they may be. 

It may sound strange to speak of the implementation of human rights as 
an economic opportunity, but examination reveals that this is so. Enterprise 
capitalism is a system for enabling private individuals to fulfill the demands 
of other private individuals. There exists today a tremendous demand for 
all the products that enterprise makes. But there exists also a new demand, a 
demand for the realization of a way of life that can make the material prod- 
uts worth while. There exists a demand for a social product. And if the 
demand is there, the business is there, even though the way to profit from 
this business is different and not at first obvious. 

One concrete reason for this is not far to seek. In a competitive society, 
whose resources are largely harnessed and whose basic plant is well estab- 
lished (even though never fully grown), the chief source of profit springs, 
not from the scarcity of materials, but from the use that can be made of 
human ingenuity. In such a society those businesses will succeed best whose 
employees like their jobs: where they are given reasonable economic secu- 
rity; where they are treated like human beings; and where they can partici- 
pate in the productive process in a creative — and profitable — way. The exec- 
utive, in short, who establishes a good society within his corporation finds 
himself able to [iroduce a better product at lower cost. 

The truth of this proposition is demonstrated by the fact that those cor- 
porations that have already gone furthest toward the voluntary implementa- 
tion of economic rights have not lost, but on the contrary have gained in 
competitive position. Hormel, for example, which has been bold enough to 
saddle itself with the annual wage, has grown faster than most of its com- 
petitors. H. C. Nicholas, President of Quality Castings Co. of Orrville, Ohio, 
has declared that although he thought he was operating efficiently in 1940, 
he found that two years after the installation of his profit-sharing system in 
1945, plant efficiency had risen 40 per cent. “Our employees,” he says, “are 
now anxious to put their talents to maximum use . . . This is the most 
clTcciive reason for our production record.” 

Richard R. Deupree of Procter & Gamble pointed out in 1945 that employ- 
ment stabilization had accomplished many savings for his company, the big- 
gest of which nobody had thought of before the annual wage was installed. 
This was the elimination of excess capacity, made possible by year round 
production — a total saving over twenty-two years of $100 million in plant 
I investment, exclusive of depreciation, carrying charges and interest on the 
money. Innumerable other examples could be cited. But perhaps the final 
word should be given to that august body, the Board of Directors of the 
Standard Oil Co. (N.J.), which declared in their annual statement for 1949: 
“As we see it, the basic interest of the stockholder— security for his invest- 
ment and a fair return — is best served only if the corporation deserves and 
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enjoys public confidence. Such confidence can be based only on recognition 
by people at large that their interest— the interest of society — is a factor in 
corporate action.” 


A SHOT AROUND THE WORLD 

It may, finally, be asked: if so many businesses have already taken steps to 
implement the economic rights, why is it that the “welfare state” idea con- 
tinues to grow and the position of enterprise democracy continues to become 
more insecure? The answer is threefold. In the first place, not enough busi- 
nesses have tried, and the measures taken by most that have tried have been 
only partial. In the second, the measures have not always been taken in a 
positive manner, backed by a real belief, but somewhat grudgingly and de- 
fensively. And in the third, they have been scattered and haphazard. 

What is needed now is concerted and positive action on the part of at least 
a large segment of the business community. If a hundred leading firms were 
to announce that from now on they intended to make themselves primarily 
responsible for implementing the economic rights of their employees, and 
that they were undertaking a program of research and action to that end, a 
very different atmosphere would be created. Such an announcement could 
well take the occasion to state some fundamental truths about these economic 
rights and about the role of the corporation in our society. It might even call 
for a panel of philosophers, to try to work out the underlying theory of the 
American way of life in modern terms. Backed up by employer organiza- 
tions such as the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, and possibly also by labor 
groups, it could carry enough authority to start a wholly new trend in na- 
tional affairs. 

Indeed, it would resound around the world like the crack of a gun. For 
every important society on earth is now in the throes of a mortal struggle 
with its own state, for the very reason that no society has been able to find a 
way to implement economic rights except through the state. If, however, 
American industrial enterprise were to rise to this challenge, a sudden light 
would be shed. This light would reveal state socialism to be a great reaction- 
ary movement, signalizing the failure of man to realize the dream of democ- 
racy. 

For the dream of democracy was always clear: that the state was a nec- 
essary and limited evil rather than a desirable and boundless good; that the 
springs of progress, happiness and security are to be found in individuals, 
acting in their private capacities, in response to their self-interests and their 
moral judgments. It was the belief of the founders of this country, well 
substantiated until the rise of the corporation, that men and women could be 
relied upon to implement the Rights of Man to their own mutual interest, 
and thus to keep the state at arm’s length. It is now time for the business 
community to show that corporate action, which is still private action, and 
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which emanates from individuals, can achieve the same result: that the 
Rights of Man can be made just as safe in corporate hands as they were in 
individual hands. 

Such a demonstration would cut through all the ideologies of the world. 
It would show modern man a way out of the impasse into which he has 
fallen. It would open up for enterprise an era of new possibilities. It would 
awaken everywhere new hope for the perpetuation of freedom. Indeed, the 
vista will become immeasurable, once American enterprise awakes to the 
rcali/ation that in the “social problem” it is in fact faced with the greatest 
opportunity on earth. 


LOUIS M. HACKER 


5. The Welfare State: A Negative View* 


The current debate on the limits of intervention (Is the welfare state in* 
evitable.^ ('an we stop short of socialism?) is taking place in a fog through 
which light shines only occasionally. In consequence, voices seem disem- 
bodied anti values unreal as historical e.xperience and political and economic 
truths arc sacrificed to the demands of urgency. It has been said, for example, 
by a recent writer, that our modern world is unique because of “the decline 
t)f competition, the recurrence of periods of depression and the persistence 
of demands for basic economic reforms,” * and that first call upon economic 
and political statesmanship is the resoluiton of our “pressing immediacies” 
—to wit, stability, security and full employment. National planning stands 
high on any agenda.^ 

Why urgency? These analyses, or reproaches, are almost as old as histori- 
cal man himself. The CJracchi talked in the same vein; so did the rebels and 
popular leaders of the early fourteenth and sixteenth centuries. The com- 
plaints against monopoly and depression fill the pages of our first economic 
literature; the demands for “basic economic reform” — to mention only the 
best known of the viewcrs-with-alarm— go back as far as Harrington in the 
seventeenth century, and their number is legion in the nineteenth (Saint- 
Simon, Owen, Fourier, Proudhon, Cabet, Marx, Morris, Bellamy). 

Another question: Dare a democracy ever yield to a sense of urgency? If 

• TAe Amertcan Scholar, Veil. XIX (.Autumn, 1950). By permission. 

K. Wiilum Kapp, "Economic Planning and Freedom" in Weltmirtschaftliches Archiv, Band 
64. Heft I (Hamhurg, 1950). 

* 1 . B. Condliffe. The Commerce of Nations (New York. iqso). 
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wc believe in unlimited debate, the examination of choices, and the peaceful 
persuasion and full support of a majority of the electorate — as well as the 
conversion of the majority by a minority — can wc at any time say that 
emergency measures are in order? A fair charge against Lincoln was that he 
suspended habeas corpus and imposed martial law in Northern districts that 
were not even threatened by invasion. Even when Britain was so threatened, 
after the fall of France, its government never abridged the constitutional 
guarantees of the British people. 

These questions, however, are not my immediate interest here. I am ad- 
dressing myself to that of intervention: Are there limits to it? In fact, how 
far can public authority legitimately go before it changes our world entirely 
from the one we have to another with completely different codes of behavior, 
morality and welfare? 

There are two popular fallacies to be disposed of at the outset. The first 
runs somewhat as follows: During the nineteenth century, under the banner 
of liberalism, statesmanship concerned itself largely with political questions 
(the franchise, representative government, the constitutional position of the 
monarchy and the judiciary, popular education, minority rights); today, it is 
forced to concern itself with economic questions (exchange control, price 
supports, subsidies, full employment). And the second fallacy is: During 
the nineteenth century, the art of political economy had as its leading preoc- 
cupation the creation of wealth; today, it must devote itself to other canons. 
“Among these criteria,” says Professor Condliffc, “stability and security rank 
high.” Thus, we move from liberalism to interventionism, from freedom to 
necessity. 

The middle-of-the-roaders, the faint of heart, Mr. Arthur M. Schlesingcr, 
Jr.’s “vital centrists,” hope we can stop in midcareer and that “the welfare 
state” will be a working compromise between no-intervention and full-inter- 
vention. But the fox has been flushed, the hounds are in full cry, and away 
we go over hill and dale, not meaning to pull up until we are in at the kill. 
“Kill” is the wrong word, of course, except to the cynical. The happy hunts- 
men are convinced we can plan for stability and security, and at the same 
time maintain full consumer choices, a free market, and the right to invest — 
which means to take risks. Our welfare state will not be dominated by the 
police. . . . 

The British Labor government has formally declared that its grand plan 
encompasses only these three ideas: direction over investment, location of 
industry, and foreign exchange. It does not mean to nationalize entirely, and 
never* without compensation. No policeman here— certainly as far as the 
Englishman’s fundamental rights arc concerned. But let us sec.^ 

• Mr. Harold Wilson, President of the British Board of Trade, reported in The London Times, 
fan. 20, 1950: “B.ISIC controls, such as those of the location of industry, foreign exchange and the 
volume of investment. w\\\ he maintained as permanent instruments to ensure the maintenance 
of our economic position and the fulhlimeni of our full employment programme.” 
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You want to start a newspaper and you begin making your rounds of the 
very many public offices involved. You learn, in time, that your investment 
plans, for share capital to erect buildings and furnish equipment, cannot 
have top priority (“More important to build houses for workers”); that pa- 
per shortages forbid the launching of new publishing ventures (“Purchases 
from the dollar area must be rigorously controlled by import licenses”); 
that all trained workers already have jobs and trade-union contracts ( A 
planned economy is based on high employment”). Socialism has a job to be 
done; first things come first, and dissent — which has always been a luxury 
must wait its turn. There is no open attack on liberty. It is only that the 
sustenance it requires for survival simply becomes more difficult, if impossi- 
ble, to obtain. 

As for the popular fallacies, they fly in the face of historical fact and eco- 
nomic truth. English political leaders, during the nineteenth century, were 
constantly preoccupied with economic as well as political problems: income 
tax laws, the reestablishment and support of the gold standard, central bank- 
ing, the rights of and restrictions on joint-stock companies, railroad regula- 
tion, land reform, factory and child-labor legislation. American political 
leaders were occupied, among other things, with the building of highways, 
the chartering and control of railroads, the question of cheap or dear money, 
national banking, the maintenance of competition. The legislative annals of 
France and Cicrmany arc filled with similar examples. 

And as regards the brave challenge: “The art of political economy . . . 
must take account of criteria other than wealth” — this has been the stand of 
every Utopian from Plato up to and beyond William Morris. Without wealth 
— achieved not through privilege but by staring risky ventures — how can 
men launch new and cheaper ways of making goods and creating services.? 
And unless we do so, will the cruel poverty which plagues so large a part of 
the population of the earth’s surface, causing disease, starvation and early 
death, ever be abt)lished? Only a fool will deny that great deficits every- 
where exist in the areas of health, education, child care — all the social serv- 
ices. The point is a simple one: Unless we continue to expand and create 
new engines of production — tearing down obsolescent plants, erecting more 
efficient factories and mills, building hydroelectric irrigation and flood-con- 
trol projects, laying out more systems of communication — and make it possi- 
ble, in consctpiencc, to turn out more and cheaper hard and soft goods, we 
cannot pay for social security. The fascinating and frightening lesson of 
Britain’s National Health Act is that its people need health services, but that 
the British economy will go bankrupt if its socialist leaders continue trying 
to pay for the health program at the expense of plant modernization. At this 
point in our development we simply cannot afford socialism — at any rate, 
Christian socialism, which is a morality and not a method for organizing 
production. 
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All this being so, how far may we expect the state to go? Ir has traditional 
roles which all of us in a democratic society are accustomed to see performed. 
It provides for the national defense; it maintains and upholds an incorrupti- 
ble judiciary guided by the Rule of Lav/; it encourages and safeguards free- 
dom of religion, communication and association; it gives minority groups 
protection and permits them to be heard; it employs the police power to 
defend and improve the life, health and morals of its people. The state can 
and should go further; and, having said this, one should also be prepared to 
say: There are other functions which are the proper concerns, but also the 
limits, of state intervention. I record them here, not necessarily in the order 
of their importance. 


I. The protection of private property is an important function of the state. 
If we are committed to the encouragement of innovation in order to increase 
production; if we are ready to agree that capital formation in a poor world 
is still a crying need; if we concede that the maintenance of unequal wage 
and salary scales is one of the ways through which savings can occur; if, 
from historical experience, we are prepared to recognize that unless risks can 
be taken — and fortunes made by the successful — the idea of economic prog- 
ress must be abandoned, then private property and private business decisions 
must be assured. In a free society, the existence of free consumer choices 
always will keep resources scarce. Unless we build our foundations on the 
vision of an ideal Spartan world — ^Plato’s and More’s and Marx’s Utopias — 
there will always continue to be a relative dearth of goods. It is idle to talk of 
the abolition of wages as an ultimate goal, for the surfeit of plenty of which 
all well-intentioned romanticists have dreamed (Marx was the worst of the 
lot!) can never be realized. 

The existence of unequal wages is one of the great social incentives: in 
fact, unequal wage scales are further developed in the Soviet Union than in 
most capitalist countries. Unequal wage and salary scales — leading to private 
fortunes — are a great spur to innovation. Short of a war period (the cater- 
pillar tractor, the jet plane, atomic energy), it still is to be demonstrated that 
a planned and regulated economy is a more favox'able climate for innovation 
than capitalism. The very nature of socialism — the timidity of functionaries, 
the vested interests of labor unions and cooperatives, the curious cost-ac- 
counting procedures — stifles innnovation. Capitalism is not on trial here; its 
achievements, as far as production is concerned, have been magnificent. If 
the state means to concern itself with social welfare, it must permit adven- 
turers to invest, take risks, and save for further investments from their suc- 
cessful ventures. 
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2. All this docs not mean that privilege is to be tolerated. Tariffs that have 
outlived their usefulness (encouraging infant industries) must be abolished; 
monopolies and unfair trade practices arc to be fought; patents are proper, 
but they should not be privately suppressed; excessive fortunes and idle 
funds should be regarded with suspicion. Every political thinker worthy of 
the name, from Aristotle to John Stuart Mill, was aware of the fact that no 
society could endure for long, or ward off social discontent, unless it con- 
stantly preoccupied itself with the question of the redistribution of wealth 
and income. There was always a wealthy group in the top layer and a poor 
one in the bottom. In between was to remain that broad sector of the middle 
class which had the fluidity and opportunity to reach above or— if unsuc- 
cessful — to fall below. 

Redistribution, through taxation, keeps opportunity alive and makes possi- 
ble the regular emergence of new adventurers or innovators. So does the 
maintenance of the luxury industries, although in a minor way. Mandeville, 
in part, was right: the luxury industries are useful — not, of course, because 
they give employment, but because they help the profligate and stupid to 
speed the processes of redistribution. (J. M. Keynes was either cynical or 
entirely despairing when he applauded Mandeville.) Taxation, of course, is 
a two-edged sword: it always. threatens the life of incentive. 


3. Given the possession of that awful weapon, fiscal power, the state has a 
great res[vonsibility : the protection of society’s credit structure is in its hands. 
The state cannot be heedless in the management of its own finances. So 
completely — for good or ill — does it dominate central banking today that 
any recklessness on its pa/t must have a blighting effect on enterprise at 
once. A sound monetary and credit system and a manageable public debt 
arc the first concerns of virtuous Lawmakers; otherwise, economic chaos in- 
evitably follows. The history books are filled with too many familiar ex- 
amples to require their recital here. 

This warning, particularly, must be taken to heart by new or underde- 
veloped nations. The torniula of inflation (or repudiation) and price and 
exchange controls seems such a simple and magical one; but only one’s 
own people— and not for long — can be bemused by it. ('ertainly the stranger 
—the lorcign investor and trader — will smell danger at once. That great and 
wi.se young man, Alexander Hamilton, America’s fir.st secretary of the 
Treasury, knew how vital it was that the young republic’s public and pri- 
vate cretlit be built on an indestructible foundation. He paid off the revolu- 
tionary foreign and domestic debts; the prewar commercial claims of Eng- 
lish merchants were to be honored; the new public debt was to be secured by 
a sinking fund; a central bank was established to regulate the currency; and 
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long-term foreign funds and short-term financing flowed into the United 
States, to make its formative years secure* 

It would be idle to maintain that lawmakers must ever jlose their minds 
to the occasional necessity for unbalanced budgets. The experiences of the 
1930’s and the teachings of Keynes and his disciples are valuable here : deficit 
financing in bad years, surpluses in good ones. But wliat shall we say of a 
government which, during the greatest peacetime period of prosperity in 
its history, complacently draws up a budget calling for a deficit of five bil- 
lions of dollars ? 

I am arguing for fiscal integrity; but I am not saying that state fiscal inter- 
vention should never take place. In a young or growing economy, there are 
many areas where private capital cannot enter because it is not powerful 
enough. Indeed, in the underdeveloped countries— in the new nations of 
India and Israel, for example, and in Latin America — public investment will 
undoubtedly occur. Private investment, with foreign funds, however, is 
more efficient, and because it is willing to take risks is less likely to be 
badgered by the cautious or the foolish. An illuminating contrast is that be- 
tween the building of the railroads by foreign private capital in the United 
States after the Civil War, on the one hand, and. on the other, the current 
efforts of the British Labor government to push its great groundnuts proj- 
ect in Africa. In both cases, financial failure initially took place. In the 
United States, the railroads were built despite the losses suffered by British, 
German and Swiss investors; in Britain, the plans for the development of 
Africa have come under such sharp criticism that the government has been 
forced to narrow and limit its outlays.^ 

4. Up to this point, I have mentioned the economic responsibilities of the 
state; there remains to be discussed an important social one. All cultures 
have had dependent or unemployable persons. Their care becomes a public 
duty in a world such as ours which advances in medical knowledge and 
develops a more refined social conscience, prolongs the age of child depend- 
ency, increases life expectation and therefore the numbers of the old, and has 
large numbers of the chronically and permanently ill. A distinction should 
be drawn between the sick and those chronically and permanently ill; be- 
tween the unemployed and the unemployables. Invalidity, dependent 
mothers and children, and the aged (where there do not exist adequate pen- 
sion programs) are a public concern and should be budgeted for. 


* See my own England Sr America: The Ties That Bind. An Inaugural Lecture (Oxford, 1948) 
for a fuller exposition of this point. 

“ Because I favor foreign investments, I know I will be charged with “imperialism.” Two of 
the greatest troublemakers of modern times have been Hobson and Lenin, who popula* ized, and 
cast obloquy on, this concept. Sec mv England Sr America, heretofore referred to. 
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On the other hand, the sick can be taken care of more efficiently and at 
less cost by private-insurance and group-medicine devices. And the unem- 
ployed can be protected by pension funds and schemes. There is a large area 
of joint enterprise, participated in by industry and labor, which we are begin- 
ning to explore in the United States. This, it seems to me, is a more fruitful 
experimentation than state programs. The welfare funds currently being set 
up in many of our industries place administration and responsibility where 
they belong; and they have the great virtue of preserving the independence 
of the unions. 

If we mean what we say about our liberties, then pluralistic loyalties 
need encouraging: devolution of power, and not its concentration, is the key 
to proper political thinking. The welfare state (or socialism) produces the 
reverse, and s(K)ner or later, because it has fiscal authority over all the social 
services, as well as over credit, production and exchange, it must weaken the 
independence of associations (trade unions, trade associations) and convert 
them into pale satellites without lives of their own. 

5. Finally, I wish to mention what may be called the psychological duty of 
the state: the preservation of opportunity. There will not be an active and 
contented citizenry unless opportunity flourishes, unless people can climb up 
and down the ladder of economic success and social recognition. The 
founder of the Medicis began as a wool comber; the first Astor was a 
butcher boy; the first Vanderbilt, a ferryman. Innovators must have the 
chance to start, and their talents demand social acceptance. In our world of 
great institutional f)rganization — the guidance of public offices, corporations, 
trade unions — the surest way to maintain opportunity is through the crea- 
tion and defense of full educational facilities. 

'rite Slate must educate, therefore, because education is expensive and 
should be universal. Plato’s Academy, the Stoics, Peter Abelard, could meet 
their pupils over a covered walk or in a room, the gathering together of 
teachers and scholars for discourse constituted early education. But when 
education requires libraries, laboratories and elaborate equipment; when edu- 
cation begins with infancy and does not end until death; when it tries to 
reach whole populations to train for the effective citizenship of all rather 
than the leadership of the few — then we cannot escape public outlays. 

Outlays arc one thing; supervision is another. This is not the place to 
examine closely the complicated question of educational policy. The elimina- 
tion of privately-administered educational institutions would be a tragedy, 
if we really mean what we say about wanting to uphold a democratic society 
and to produce free men. Authority does not start in the schools; it begins 
in the family, probably. But certainly the perversion of young minds can be 
effectively completed, and their thought forever controlled, by those who 
dominate education. 
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The state undoubtedly will have to subsidize higher education (scholar- 
ships would be the best way), but educational administration should be in 
the hands of local agencies (where the schools are public) and in the hands 
of faculties (where the schools are private). If the schools can be kept in- 
dependent, the Big Policeman will be kept cut down to size. 

The preservation of liberty is no longer an abstract question. Political 
theorists, up to now, have always assumed that threats to it came from ir- 
responsible authority. But liberty can be put in jeopardy equally by a state 
which starts out with benevolent intentions. Socialism’s aim is not power but 
welfare; yet in striving to achieve welfare it threatens innovation, sacrifices 
fiscal integrity, and dries up opportunity. The state has positive functions; 
but, if we are interested in economic progress and the maintenance of liberty, 
there should be specific limits on intervention. To define functions is also to 
limit them. 


MAX LERNER 


6. The Welfare State: An Affirmative View* 


I find Professor Hacker less persuasive in his introductory remarks than 
he is when he tackles the main matter at hand. He asks, to start with, “why 
the urgency’’ about economic reform, and points out that the reformist anal- 
yses and reproaches “are almost as old as historical man himself.’’ It is a 
little as if a writer on medicine were to ask “why the urgency” in the efforts 
to improve medical science, and were to point out that the diagnoses of dis- 
ease and the calls for cure “are almost as old as historical man himself.” 

More than a decade ago I wrote a book called It Is Later Than You Thinf{. 
I would not in today’s crisis diminish in the slightest degree the sense of 
urgency implied in that title. I am certain that Professor Hacker will not 
deny the reality of the contemporary struggle between an all-out totalitarian- 
ism, which aims to put the whole economy, and with it the whole human 
mind and personality, under rigid public direction, and, on the other hand, 
the effort to find a way of organizing the economy effectively without de- 
stroying freedom. The problem is at once economic, political and moral. 
When Professor Hacker says with disdain that “socialism — at any rate, Chris- 
tian socialism ... is a morality and not a method for organizing produc- 

* The American Scholar, Vol. XIX (Autumn, 1950). By pcrmiscic/i- 
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lion,” he df>es it less than justice by denying its economic and political as- 
pect; yet its moral emphasis— the effort at a greater economic security and 
stability, the effort to meet the threat of corporate power-aggregates, the effort 
to create access Kj opportunity for all — is not in our day a negligible emphasis. 
In nu)st areas of the world the problem that Professor Hacker is inclined to. 
dismiss with an air of tiredness as old stuff of the utopian brand is a problem 
as real as livelihfxjd and freedom. If we ignore it or abdicate it, we may find 
soon that wc have lost the battle for the allegiance of men, and with it the 
chance to explore further the best ways of organizing an economy for com- 
mon ends through democratic means. 

II 

Professor Hacker gets some telling effects from the English dilemma by 
pointing out that if your choice is between paying for social security or using 
the same limited funds to renovate obsolescent machinery, it is no solution 
to let the machinery go on obsolescing. What he does not add is that Amer- 
ica, with a national income approaching three hundred billion dollars a 
year, is not faced by anything like so cruel a choice. I have noted a tendency 
on the part of many of the critics of the New Deal and Fair Deal to use the 
case of Patgland as a whipping boy. They attribute to socialism all the pres- 
ent ills of England, and by a transposition they imply that Americans, too, 
will have to live under austerity, and ration orange juice and gasoline, if 
they move further toward socialism. On the other hand, they attribute to 
pure capitalism all the productive achievements and material prosperity of 
America today, and by a transposition they imply that if contemporary Brit- 
ain had not followed after the strange gods of socialism, the British, too, 
would have today a bull market, roads crowded with burnished autos, shop 
windows crammed full of luxuries, the highest living standards in history, 
a Byzantine lushness of life, and money to burn. 

It should be pointed out for the historical record that there is a difference 
in the resources of the two countries, both natural and human. It should also 
be pointed out that the obsolescence of British machinery, British railway 
equipment, British coal mining equipment, was notorious long before the 
labor governments were even heard of. Writing in 1915, Thorstein Veblen, 
in his Imperial Germany and the Industrial Revolution, gave a classic anal- 
ysis of Britain’s lag in terms of ‘‘the penalty for taking the lead.” Whether he 
was right or wrong in his analysis, the fact of the British lag was recognized 
thirty-five years ago. Professor Hacker, who has had a first hand acquaint- 
ance with Britain as exchange professor at Oxford, should know that the 
bankruptcy of Britain is not the consequence of the labor government, but 
that the labor government is the consequence of the bankruptcy of Britain. 
That bankruptcy came under capitalist auspices, and was nourished by the 
fearful material and human expenditures of two world wars. British social- 
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ism, to the extent that it exists, is a particular kind of socialism that comes 
in the wake of a deficit economy. That is why Areurin Bevan was 
so roundly cheered at a British Labor party conference when he said that 
“the language of priorities is the religion of socialism." Because the British 
problem was one of priorities, it does not follow that it i- — or would be — 
the American problem as well. 

The case of America presents, not the problem of deficits, but the prob- 
lems of distribution, stability, security. What Professor Hacker calls deficits 
m the areas of health, education, child care, and the social services arc (for 
the case of America) deficits not for all the people but only for some of the 
people. The New Deal and Fair Deal have already gone a considerable dis- 
tance toward wiping them out, and the Cassandra-like prophecies which 
have« dogged us since 1934 — that we could do so only by eating into risk 
capital and investment capital — have proved utterly empty. Always we were 
asked the question: “Where will the money come frt)m.^” — the (jiiestion 
that Professor Hacker is still asking. Would it be acrimonious to suggest 
that not only has the community found the money to establish these serv- 
ices, but that in the process both the volume of capital and the profits of 
private enterprise have been increased.? And I would suggest also that to go 
farther along the same road, and wipe out wholly the deficits in the areas 
of health, education, child care and all the social services would, far from 
destroying the private sectors of the economy, build an even stronger base 
under their prosperity. 

I hope I am not unfair to Professor Hacker when I say that he seems to 
miss the dynamic elements in the American economy. Like other critics of 
the Welfare State, his thinking seems to go back to the presuppositions of 
the wage-fund economic theorists — that there is a static fund of income 
upon which the society can draw as upon a bank account, and that if you 
withdraw it for social security, for public medical services, for farm subsi- 
dies, for public-housing construction, for hydroelectric dams, you may over- 
draw your account. What we have found in the case of America since the 
beginning of the New Deal is that the psychological factors are the crucial 
ones in an economy, as in all human living. John Maynard Keynes under- 
stood this, and that is why he evolved a new — if still crude — psychological 
language of the “propensities” to save and spend and consume. Given a 
strong base of resources, managerial ability, technology and labor power, as 
we have in America, the extent of potential national product and national 
income in the calculable future is such as to stagger the imagination. In 
that sense, the most recent report of the Committee of Economic Advisers 
to the President was not a utopian or a whimsical report, but a realistic as- 
sessment of what can be accomplished in the next fifty years, based upon 
what we have accomplished in the past twenty years. The psychological at- 
mosphere of confidence, employment and social construction achieved by 
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the New Deal gave a fillip to the managerial group, as well as to the workers 
and the consumers. That is why America has managed at once to move 
toward a Welfare State and to increase its national income. 

But the psychological factor is only one of a complex of factors that made 
this possible. It would be as foolish to attribute the results to government 
intervention as it would be to insist that America’s current prosperity is due 
to the boldness and imaginativeness of “risk taking capital.” The wealth of 
a nation lies in the state of its industrial arts, its technological advance, its 
managerial skills, its labor force. All of these may be called “socialist” in 
the sense that they are all community possessions. They come from social 
sources and they should pay a social dividend. To an extent they are doing 
so in America. Wages and living standards are high, profits are unexampled, 
new industries and new millionaires are being created. And all of this is be- 
ing done within what has been called the “strait jacket” of the New Deal 
and the Fair Deal. 

Ill 

But there are lumps in the porridge. Professor Hacker, I am sure, will 
agree with me when I enumerate them. The biggest lumji is the fact that 
much of our present prosperity is the result of armament economics. 

Second, there is the glaring fact of corporate monopoly. Since the i88o’s 
the free American economy has been growing less free. The path of monop- 
oly is strewn with the graves of small enterprises. Every year the area of con- 
centraicil corporate power gets greater; the area of small business enterprise 
shrinks. T he monopolies are governments in themselves and bureaucracies in 
themselves. I hey levy their loll, as Thurman Arnold has pointed out, not 
only on their rivals, but also on the consumer. They are the American form of 
feudalism. 

The thinl lump is boom-and-bust. The American economy has gone pe- 
riodically through fevers and chills. To the extent that we carry over the 
planlessness of the past, to that extent we shall continue the alternation of 
boom-and-bust. 

The fimrth lump is that so-called “risk taking capital” has tended to stay 
out of the areas of risk, and to play it safe. It has not pushed with boldness 
into the possibilities of large scale investment with low profit margins. Some 
of the critics of American capitalism from inside have pointed out that it 
has not t.iken advantage of doing a larger volume of business on a lower 
margin of profit. It has tended to charge what the traffic will bear. The re- 
placement of Commonwealth and Southern by the TVA has shown that 
the government is sometimes in a better position to take risks than private 
T em\te he\d oi housing today there is very little risk 

waM. nV of’risk. bmTf'caS.*’’' 
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It is to correct these still crucial defects of our economy that we must con- 
rinue along the path of economic reform. 

IV 

This means exploring further what John Stuart Mill called the “limits 
of the province of government.” Professor Hacker has mapped out with 
considerable cogency the five major duties of the state, and then he has 
drawn a line as with a flaming sword, with the injunction: “thus far and 
no farther at your mortal peril.” 

I cannot have his certitude about how definite these limits are. I think it 
is a matter for many decades of further experience and further experiment 
and the further use of the inquiring mind. 

Western Europe, especially Britain, has been experimenting with the so- 
cialism of the deficit economy. America alone, as I have said, has the re- 
sources for experimenting with a better organization of a surplus economy. 

It will not do to debate the issue as if it were a clear one between “capital- 
ism” and “socialism.” The fact is that in the modern Western State, whether 
in Britain or America, whether in Israel or India (both of which have be- 
come Western states), there are elements both of capitalism and of socialism. 
Perhaps it would be better to say that there are elements of business capital- 
ism and of state capitalism. The problem is how to form an amalgam of 
them which will achieve the best form of welfare economy. 

Britain has moved reluctantly toward a larger public sector — that is, a 
sector of state capitalism. It has done so from necessity in the interest of sheer 
survival, although the Marxist tradition of the Labor party has given the 
new developments a dogmatic welcome. America has moved, also under the 
spur of necessity, toward enlarged sectors of public action in the economy. 
Dogmatically we abhor every such step. We call it “socialism” and many 
worse names as well. But under the spur of the great depression, and the 
thrust of the democratic welfare impulse, which is very strong in the Ameri- 
can tradition, we have nevertheless kept moving. Our problem has been, not 
sheer survival, as in the case of Britain, but stability and security. 

I don’t think that Professor Hacker is justified in ridiculing the concept 
of a mixed economy, such as will be found in Professor Schlesinger’s Vital 
Center and in Irwin Ross’s book on the mixed economy. Strategy for Liber- 
als. Our whole historic instinct has been to cling to the private sector wher- 
ever we can, to move toward the public sector only when we must. There is 
no danger within the American tradition and the American psychology that 
we will embrace socialism either out of dogmatic enthusiasm or subservience 
to the state. The greater danger lies in the fact that the great power struc- 
tures in America are the aggregates of corporate power; that they function 
very much as governments function; that, more than ever, they control the 
agencies of public opinion and influence the direction of education and be- 
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lief; that the business system in America is invested with power, and that 
property is invested with sanctity and with grace. My own anxiety is not 
that we will slip unaware into socialism, but that we will not have the 
courage to challenge those who fear the valid extensions of the public sector. 


ARNOLD J. TOYNBEE 


7. The, Welfare State, Communism, and World Peace* 


In the contemporary world — in whatever age or century one happens to 
be living — religious and political differences between various sections of the 
living generation are apt to seem absolute and ultimate. For instance, our 
seventeenth century ancestors in Western ('hristendom could not conceive 
of any greater gulf than that which seemed in their day to be fixed between 
the (.atholic and Protestant varieties of Western ('hristianity. By contrast, we 
their descendants, looking back on them and their conflicts in the perspective 
of three centuries of history, are far more conscious of the gulf between our 
own age and the world of the seventeenth century than wc are of the domes- 
tic divisions within that seventeenth century world. To our eyes, those Protes- 
tants and ('atholics arc all alike, sevcntecnth-century-minded people first 
and foremost; and it needs some effort of discrimination on our part to 
appreciate the nice distinction between the warring religious camps. 

In the light of this historical precedent — and there are countless others that 
would have served equally well to illustrate our point— we may be sure 
that, ^(X) years from today, our own descendants will be much more alive 
to the commim features of the twentieth century world— and especially those 
common features that seem to them distinctive — than they will be to the cur- 
rent dilTerences that mean so much at the moment to all members of the 
living generation, n whatever continent or camp we may happen to have 
been lK)rn. 

Can we guess what the outstanding feature of our twentieth century will 
appear to he in the perspective of 300 years? No doubt we shall not all guess 
alike. Some of us will guess that the present age will be looked back upon 
as the age of scientific discovery. Others will expect to sec it branded as 
the age in which Fascist and Communist apostates from a Christian civili- 
zation harnassed science to the service of a neo-barbarism. My own guess is 
that our age will he remembered chiefly neither for its horrifying crimes nor 

• The .Veil Tn»es Muntizine (October 21. 1951), By permission. 
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for its astonishing inventions, but for its having been the first age since the 
dawn of civilization, some five or six thousand years back, in which people 
dared to think it practicable to make the benefits of civilization available for 
the whole human race. 

By comparison with the significance of this common twentieth century 
new ideal, the differences between the conflicting ideologies will — so I 
should guess — come to look both less important and less interesting than 
will be easily credible to anyone alive today. In the easy wisdom that comes 
after the event, our successors will, perhaps, he able to pronounce that this 
or that policy for achieving a common twentieth century ideal was more 
suitable than the rival policy was to the social conditions of this or that 
region in that antique and still unstandardized twentieth century world. 

They may even judge that one twentieth century ideology was better or 
worse than another in some absolute moral sense. But the common features 
of our century will, I fancy, be the features standing out the most promi- 
nently in perspective; and, among these, the new ideal and objective of 
extending the benefits of civilization to the common man will in future 
centuries tower above the rest. 

Perhaps there are two points here that are worth underlining: This vision 
of a good life for all is a new one, and — whatever our success or our failure 
may be in the attempt to translate this vision into reality— this new social 
objective has probably come to stay. That the ideal of welfare for all is new 
is surely true; for, as far as I can sec, it is no older than the seventeenth cen- 
tury West European settlements on the cast coast of Nf)rth America that 
have grown into the United States. And it has surely come to stay with us as 
long, at any rate, as our new invention of applying mechanical power to 
technology; for this sudden vast enhancement of man's ability to make non- 
human nature produce what man requires from her has, for the first time 
in history, made the ideal of welfare for all a practical objective instead of 
a mere utopian dream. 

So long as this aim continues to be practical politics, mankind is certain, 
however many times we may fail, to go on making one attempt after another 
to reach the goal. When once the odious inequality that has hitherto been 
a distinguishing mark of civilization has ceased to be taken for granted as 
something inevitable, it becomes inhuman to go on putting up with it— and 
still more inhuman to try to perpetuate this inequality deliberately. 

Of course it was one particular ingredient in welfare — a spiritual ingredi- 
ent which was at the heart of it— that was the objective of the first settlers 
from the Old World on this American coast. They were inspired to pull up 
their roots in the Old World and to set about the creation of a new world 
beyond the Atlantic by the hope of being able at this cost to purchase lib- 
erty-religious liberty above all, since they were living in the seventeenth 
century. But, as soon as they realized that their quest for liberty had landed 
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them on the edge of a vast fallow but cultivable continent, the vision began 
to dawn upon their minds and hearts of offering the opportunity of a good 
life for everybody — by offering everybody the opportunity of carving a farm 
for himself out of a seemingly illimitable expanse of potentially arable land. 

The ideal of welfare for all came into the world initially in North Amer- 
ica in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries because the sudden acquisi- 
tion of immense new virgin material resources here for the first time made 
this vision seem practical. 

It is noteworthy that the North American society which first conceived 
of this ideal was still living in the Old World, though it had established itself 
on the American side of the Atlantic. It was still living in the Old World in 
the sense that it remained in a pre-industrial age in which the natural re- 
sources that were the material bases of civilization were the crops and cattle 
on which the earliest civilizations had been reared. 

The original North American version of this new ideal was still an ideal 
of welfare for everybody in an old-fashioned agricultural society. In the civ- 
ilizations of the past there had been a just sufficient stock of arable land to 
provide a bare subsistence for all and a good life, in addition to a subsist- 
ence, for a very small minority. It was manifest to everyone that the normal 
resources of an agricultural society could not maintain more than a small 
minority of the whole population at a level higher than that of bare sub- 
sistence. 

The chance of welfare for everybody in the North American agricultural 
society, which came after the plow first broke the continent’s virgin soil, 
was no more than a limited and a transitory one. Vast though the un- 
touched reserves of arable land in North America might seem in the eight- 
eenth and early nineteenth centuries by comparison with agricultural oppor- 
tunities in an agriculturally long since congested Western Europe, the North 
American continent was only a small fraction of the whole habitable world, 
and it took little more than lOO years to bring North America’s fields under 
cultivation. 

If the new material resources required in order to make practical politics 
of the new ideal of welfare for all had been confined forever to new agri- 
cultural resources, the dream would soon have faded away again. After the 
conquest of North America by the plow, the only remaining virgin soil in 
the Temperate Zone w'as Manchuria; and after the plow’s conquest of Man- 
churia in the early twentieth century, the future of mankind, as a whole, 
so far from being anything like “welfare for all,’’ would have been some- 
thing like the present as it can be seen in China or India. 

The reason why “welfare for all” is still practical politics in the world 
at large today is because we have tapped a wholly new kind of material 
resource in discovering how to harness mechanical power to technology. 
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Mankind’s hope of better things lies in a permanent industrial revolution. 

As a twentieth century non-American secs it, looking back on nineteenth 
century American history, the American outlook, like all particular out- 
looks, is based on a particular experience; and the particular experience that 
has molded current American ideals to their present shape is that experi- 
ence of stumbling upon a whole continent of virgin arable soil. The ground 
for the American hope of providing a good life for all was expressed in the 
two nineteenth century American magic words, “Go West.” 

In a nineteenth century agricultural United States, the local and temporary 
existence of empty arable lands did indeed give to the weaker party in the 
economic arena so effective a bargaining power in his dealings with the 
stronger party that it was possible for the weaker party to win his fair share 
of welfare without its being necessary to curb the stronger party’s freedom 
of economic action. Even undet the very different American conditions of 
today, enough of these nineteenth century agrarian American circumstances 
perhaps still survive in a twentieth century industrial America for the best 
of both worlds to be still more or less practical politics locally in the United 
States. 

By “the best of both worlds” I mean, of course, a maximum of opportunity 
for all, combined with a minimum of restriction upon a stronger and 
wealthier minority’s freedom of action. But if this state of relative felicity is 
perhaps still attainable locally in the United States, it certainly is not, any 
more than it ever has been, practical politics in the world at large. 

The outlook of the twentieth century world at large is governed, as I see 
it, by two facts. The first fact is that three-quarters of mankind are today 
still living the tradition.al life of an agricultural civilization in which there 
is no reserve of virgin soil and therefore no possibility of providing more 
than a tiny minority of the population with anything better than bare sub- 
sistence out of agricultural production. 

But, in this old-fashioned starveling agrarian world, the Industrial Revo- 
lution has brought with it a hope for all mankind, from the prosperous 
American technician and farmer to the most miserable Chinese or Indian 
coolie, of breaking right through the iron limits to which the extension 
of the benefits of civilization has, formally been subject in an agricultural 
society. 

This hope is now rapidly dawning in the hearts of the depressed and ig- 
norant peasantry that today still constitutes three-quarters of the living gen- 
eration of mankind. They have begun to ask themselves how they are to 
attain those benefits of civilization which a mechanized technology has at 
last brought within the horizon of every man’s hopes. But, considering the 
greatness of the gulf between present Asian and present American circum- 
stances, it seems unlikely that the common Asian and American objective of 
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extending the benefits of civilization to every man by drawing on the new 
resources of a mechanical technology can be attained in Asia in exactly 
the American way. 

A common goal has to be approached along different roads by people 
who start their journey toward it from different quarters of the social com- 
pass. We must therefore expect to see an ideal which Americans have 
brought into the world being pursued by Asians and Africans on lines 
which, in contemporary American eyes, may, at best, look strange and, at 
worst, lof)k misguided. 

How is this depressed three-quarters of mankind going to set about the 
stupendously difficult task of gaining the benefits of civilization? Now that 
the hundreds of millions of peas.nnts are aware of the relative well-being of 
the Western peoples, nothing is going to stop them from setting out to 
rc.ich a goal which the West seems to them to have attained already. And 
no doubt only trial and error are going to make them aware of the difficulties 
in their path which arc glaringly manifest to Western eyes. 

For us Westerners it is easy to sec that the mass of mankind today does 
not command those assets and advantages which have enabled a Western 
minority within the last two centuries to make some progress toward a 
wider distribution of the benefits of civilization inside the narrow circle of 
our Western society. Unlike nineteenth century and twentieth century Amer- 
ica, they h.ave no great installations of industrial plant, no human fund of 
widespread technical skill, no professionally competent and experienced mid- 
dle class anti— most serious deficiency of all — none of those Western tradi- 
tions anti habits of personal conduct which are the ultimate source of all the 
West’s material success. If the mass of mankind did appreciate the serious- 
ness of these handicaps, they might indeed be discouraged, but we can al- 
reatly see that this practical side of the problem is not going to be upper- 
most in ntin-Westcrn minds. 

Asia and Africa arc going to make an audacious attempt to catch up with 
the West by a lorced march, and here lies communism’s opportunity in a 
world in which the Russian ideology of communism is competing with 
the Western ideal of free enterprise for Asia’5 and Africa’s allegiance. 

1 he present state of mind of an awakening majority of the human race in 
Asia and .-Africa is communism’s opportunity because a forced march can 
never be made without severe regimentation and discipline. The rulers of 
the Soviet Union can plausibly represent to the rest of the non-Western 
world that their own system of totalitarian government already enables 
the peoples of the Soviet Union to overcome just those practical obstacles 
by which other non-Wesicrn peoples are faced. 

This Russian claim is bound to appeal to Asians and Africans who are 
eager to rc.ich the goal of welfare for all and who arc also in a mood in 
which they will give priority to equality over liberty in a situation in which 
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they may have to choose between the two. And this inclination in Asian and 
African minds to see salvation in communism is bound to be riling for 
Western observers. 

What, then, is our Western policy to be? Being human, we might be 
tempted to give way to our sen.se of annoyance. Why not wash our hands 
of this whole Asian and African business? Isn’t this dream of welfare for 
all mankind just a folly? And, if they are hoping for salvation in commu- 
nism, cannot we count on their being disillusioned sooner or later? Such a 
reaction on our part would be as natural as it would be rash and wrong. 

It would be rash because we could not be sure that the Soviet Union 
might not secure a political and military hold over Asia and Africa before 
the process of disillusionment had lime to work itself out. And it would 
also be wrong for us to hold aloof because we human beings are, after all, 
our brothers’ keepers, and we cannot be indifferent to the fate of three- 
quarters of the human race. 

In this difficult situation the supreme need of the hour is, I would suggest, 
an immense patience and mutual toleration. A revolutionary improvement 
in means of communication has suddenly brought peoples with sharply di- 
verse traditions or civilizations into close physical contact with one another. 
If, in spite of our diversity, we find ourselves all alike pursuing what is 
ultimately a common ideal, this is something to be thankful for. If we be- 
lieve in the freedom which the Pilgiim Fathers came to look for on Ameri- 
can shores, we must believe in the right of each people to work its way 
toward our common objective along a freely chosen course of its own. 

Acting on this belief means acting toward Asian and African countries 
as we are already acting toward Yugoslavia. We must be ready to work with 
any non-Western country which agrees with the West on the crucial political 
point of being determined to resist Russian attempts to dominate the world, 
and we must not lay it down as a condition for their receiving help from 
us that the people who are asking us for assistance shall pursue our com- 
mon social aim of welfare for all along Western lines. 

We should be ready to help countries living under near-Communist and 
outright Communist regimes; for we should realize that some such dis- 
pensation as this may be the inevitable price of the forced march that these 
countries have to make if they are to try to catch up with us. And we 
should also have faith enough in our own wav of life to believe that, if 
we do give a helping hand to peoples who have been compelled by a tem- 
porary necessity to put themselves under non-Russian totalitarian regimes, 
they will take to our Western liberty just as soon as they find themselves 
able to afford it. 
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Chapter XIV 


NATIONALISM: PEACEFUL OR 
AGGRESSIVE? 


No theory of the relations of man and the state 
can be realistic, unless it gives proper consideration to the place of the state 
in the great society of the world. The anarchy which has made possible the 
two bloodiest wars in history within the span of twenty-five years has con- 
firmed the Hobbesian description of what man’s life is like when there is no 
established government: “solitary, poor, nasty, brutish, and short.” Hobbes 
saw the discrepancy between two modes of living which, though contra- 
dictory, are accepted by men. As members of the state, men have given up 
the advantages of savage life for the greater advantages of organized, civi- 
lized living through law and government. Yet the states themselves arc 
still in the same condition of savagery in which men were before they 
founded a common government, and “live in the condition of perpetual 
war.” 

Since the French Revolution at least, nationalism has been one of the driv- 
ing forces of domestic, imperial, and international politics. Complex in its 
origins, it has developed along many, and often contradictory, lines. In its 
name, some of the greatest acts of heroism and liberty have been committed, 
but also crimes of cruelty and fanaticism. In the first half of its existence — 
from the late eighteenth to the middle of the nineteenth century — national- 
ism was essentially inspired by humanitarian, democratic ideas; this was 
the story of early French, American, Czech, Italian, Irish, and Polish na- 
tionalism. In the last eighty years, on the other hand, nationalism has 
tended to ally itself with parochialism, intolerance, bigotry, persecution of 
minorities, racialism, and finally, imperialism and aggression— the record 
of Pan-Germanism, Tsarist imperialism, Japanese militarism, Fascism, and 
finally, Communist imperialism. 

Lord Acton was one of the few farsighted liberals of the nineteenth cen 
tuny who perceived the dangers of nationalism at a time when most 
progressive-minded people thought that nationalism was a just principle of 
collective liberty and virtually the last answer to the ills of politics. In an 
essay on “Nationality” (1862), Lord Acton inveighs against the current 
progressive doctrine of his day, that state and nationality must be identical 
— a theory which Woodrow Wilson still considered the ne plus ultra fifty- 

74 ' 
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five years later. Acton prophetically predicted that the doctrine of the identity 
of state and nationality would necessarily lead to political absolutism. 
Against this doctrine, Acton propounded the conception of the ‘‘multina- 
tional state” with its diversities of all kinds—linguistic, religious, national, 
economic and political. ‘‘Liberty provokes diversity,” Acton writes, “and 
diversity preserves liberty by supplying the means of organization.” Acton 
goes so far as to claim that the coexistence of several nations under the same 
state is “one of the chief instruments of civilization,” in addition to being 
the best safeguard of freedom. A profoundly religious man, Acton saw in 
nationalism a remnant of pagan tribalism: “Christianity rejoices at the mix- 
ture of races, as paganism identifies itself with their differences, because 
truth is universal, and errors various and particular. In the ancient world 
idolatry and nationality went together, and the same term is applied in Scrip- 
ture to both.” Foreseeing how nationalism would eventually destroy what it 
set out to defend, Acton makes the, to some, paradoxical statement that “the 
greatest adversary of the rights of nationality is the modern theory of na- 
twnality.” States which try to neutralize, absorb, or expel nationalities 
that arc not of the Staatsvol{, or ruling nationality, destroy their own vi- 
tality and lose their chief basis of self-government. 

Humanitarian conceptions of nationalism are also reflected in Giuseppe 
Mazzini, intellectual leader of Italian unity in the nineteenth century, partic- 
ularly in his “Pact of Fraternity of Young Europe” (1834). Mazzini con- 
ceived of the nation as having a mission, but not a mission of imperialistic 
expansion inspired by conceit and haughty arrogance, but one of fulfillment 
toward the common goal of a fraternally united mankind. A fervent ad- 
herent of the democratic and republican faith, Mazzini worked for a free 
and self-governing Italy; his ultimate aim was a republican confederation 
of all mankind, “governed and directed by a common Declaration of Prin- 
ciples and a common Pact.” 

1 he humanist conception of nationality is also reflected in “What Is a 
Nation?” (1S82) by Ernest Renan, one of the great French writers of the 
nineteenth century. Renan rejects the view-still held by some in our own 
time— that the essence of the nation lies in unity of race, language, religion, 
community of interest, or geography, and affirms that the nation is “a 
spiritual principle,” based on two main elements: “The one is the posses- 
sion in common of a rich heritage of memories; and the other is actual 
agreemem, the desire to live together.” Eliminating, as he puts it, metaphys- 
ics and theology, Renan defines the existence of a nation as a “daily plebi- 


Mazzini s noble ideals of nation and humanity were betrayed, in the twen- 
tieth century, by his own countrymen, but were kept alive by the first presi- 
dent of the republic of Czechoslovakia, Thomas Garrigue Masaryk. One 
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of the few truly great philosophers called upon to rule a state, Masaryk 
proved that the Platonic vision of the philosopher-king can become true, 
seldom as it may be. Under the most difficult circumstances, and faced with 
problems of different, and hostile, nationalities (especially Hungarians and 
Sudeten Germans), Masaryk managed to make Czechoslovakia the only gen- 
uine democratic country in Europe east of the Rhine. Having been under 
Austrian rule for almost four hundred years, the Czechs under Masaryk’s 
inspiration and leadership showed remarkable moderation and political wis- 
dom when the roles were reversed: “Our procedure with the minorities,” 
Masaryk told Karel Capek (Masaryl( on Thought and Life: Conversations 
with Karel Cape^, 1938), “is practically given to us by our own experience 
under Austria-Hungary: what we did not like to be done unto us, we shall 
not do unto others.” Masaryk refused to accept the distorted patriotism 
which deduces from love of one’s country the right, and duty, to hate other 
countries: “True love is not proved by hatred, but only by love. Mankind is 
a sum of nations, it is not something outside the nations, and above them.” 
And above all, Masaryk urged to express that love by “always acting hu- 
manely.” The spirit of Masaryk lived on in Czechoslovakia until the Com- 
munists, with Russian backing, destroyed Czech democracy in 1948. 

Imperialism is one of the chief distortions of nationalism. Love of oneself 
becomes hatred of others, and- enslavement of other nations is clothed in 
such masks as “the white man’s burden,” or the need for “living space.” Even 
highly democratic nations have, at one time or another, fallen victims of the 
disease of imperialism. J. A. Hobson, an unoithodox British economist, 
published in 1902 what was destined to become the classical analysis of 
imperialism. His Imperialism is divided into two parts: “The Economics of 
Imperialism” and “The Politics of Imperialism.” His material is chiefly 
drawn from British experience and British sources, as might be expected, 
but imperialist policies of other nations are also examined. All subsequent 
work on imperialism, by Hilferding, Luxemburg, Lenin, and Woolf (to 
mention but a few), is based, in the main, on Hobson’s Imperialism. Hob- 
son condemned imperialism because it is rapacious and immoral, and 
also because it tends to destroy free government at home: “Imperialism 
and popular government have nothing in common: they differ in spirit, 
in policy, in method.” In addition, Hobson charged imperialism with being 
a constant menace to peace, and with wasting economic and financial re- 
sources on unproductive military projects. Only the establishment of a genu- 
ine democracy, political as well as economic, could wrest control from those 
classes that have a private vested interest in the maintenance of imperialism. 
Hobson concludes his book on imperialism as follows: “It is the besetting 
sin of all successful States, and its penalty is unalterable in the order of na- 
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LORD ACTON 

1. Nationality and Liberty* 


In the old European system, the rights of nationalities were neither rec- 
ognised hy gfivernments nor asserted by the people. The interest of the reign- 
ing families, not those of the nations, regulated the frontiers; and the admin- 
istration was conducted generally without any reference to popular desires. 
Where all liberties were suppressed, the claims of national independence 
were necessarily ignored, and a princess, in the words of Fenelon, carried a 
monarchy in her wedding portion. The eighteenth century acquiesced in 
this oblivion of corporate rights on the Continent, for the absolutists cared 
only for the State, and the liberals only for the individual. The Church, the 
nobles, and the nation had no place in the popular theories of the age; and 
they devised none in their own defence, for they were not openly attacked. 
The aristocracy retained its privileges, and the Church her property; and the 
dynastic interest, which overruled the natural inclination of the nations 
and destroyed their independence, nevertheless maintained their integrity. 
The national sentiment was not wounded in its most sensitive part. To dis- 
possess a sovereign of his hereditary crown, and to annex his dominions, 
Would have been held to inflict an injury upon all monarchies, and to fur- 
nish their subjects with a dangerous example, by depriving royalty of its 
inviolable character. In time of war, as there was no national cause at stake, 
there was no attempt to rouse national feeling. The courtesy of the rulers 
tt) wards each other was proportionate to the contempt for the lower orders. 
Ckimplimcnts passed between the commanders of hostile armies; there was 
no bitterness, and no excitement; battles were fought with the pomp and 
pride of a parade. The art of war became a slow and learned game. The 
monarchies were united not only by a natural community of interests, but 
by family alliances. A marriage contract sometimes became the signal for 
an interminable war, whilst family connections often set a barrier to ambi- 
tion. After the wars of religion came to an end in 1648, the only wars were 
those which were waged for an inheritance or a dependency, or against 
countries whose system of government exempted them from the common 
law of dynastic States, and made them not only unprotected but obnox- 
ious. These countries were England and Holland, until Holland ceased to be 
a republic, and until, in England, the defeat of the Jacobites terminated the 
struggle for the Crown. There was one country, however, which still con- 

From Nationality, Home and foreign Reriew duly, i86a); reprinted in Lord Acton 
H, story oi Freedom and Other Essays (1007). By permiN-iion of The Macmillan Company, p.^ 
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tinuecl to be an exception; one monarch whose place was not admitted in 
the comity of kings. 

The old despotic policy which made the Poles its prev bad two adversaries, 
— the spirit of English liberty, and the doctrines ul that revolution which 
destroyed the French monarchy with its owm weapons; and these two con- 
tradicted in contrary ways the theory that nations have no collective rights. 
At the present day, the theory of nationality is not only the most powerful 
auxiliary of revolution, but its actual substance in the movements of the last 
three years. This, however, is a recent alliance, unkiK wn to the first French 
Revolution. The modern theory of nationality arose partly as a legitimate 
consequence, partly as a reaction against it. As the system which overlooked 
national division was opposed by liberalism in two forms, the French and 
the English, so the system which insists upon them proceeds from two dis- 
tinct sources, and exhibits the character either of i() 8 S or of lySg. When ihe 
French people abolished the authorities under which it lived, and became 
its own master, France was in danger of dissolution: lor the common will 
is difficult to ascertain, and does not readily agree. “The laws,” said Vere- 
gniaud, in the debate on the sentence of the king, “are obligatory only as the 
presumptive will of the people, which retains the right of ap[>roving or con- 
demning them. The instant it manifests its wish the work of the national 
representation, the law, must disappear.” This doctrine resolved society into 
its natural elements, and threatened to break up the country into as many 
republics as there were communes. For true republicanism is the principle 
of self-government in the whole and in all the parts. In an extensive country, 
it can prevail only by the union of several independent communities in a 
single confederacy, as in Greece, in Switzerland, in the Netherlands, and in 
America; so that a large republic not founded on the federal principle 
must result in the government of a single city, like Rome and Paris, and, 
in a less degree, Athens, Berne, and Amsterdam; or, in other words, a great 
democracy must cither sacrifice self-government to unity, or preserve it by 
federalism. 

The France of history fell together with the French State, which was 
the growth of centuries. The old sovereignty was destroyed. The local au- 
thorities were looked upon with aversion and alarm. The new central au- 
thority needed to be established on a new principle of unity. The state of 
nature, which was the ideal of society, was made the basis of the nation; 
descent was put in the place of tradition, and the French people was re- 
garded as a physical product: an ethnological, not historic, unit. It was as- 
sumed that a unity existed separate from the representation and the govern- 
ment, wholly independent of the past, and capable at any moment of express- 
ing or of changing its mind. In the words of Sieyes, it was no longer France, 
but some unknown country to which the nation was transported. The cen- 
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tral power possessed authority, inasmuch as it obeyed the whole, and no 
divergence was permitted from the universal sentiment. This power, en- 
dowed with volition, was personified in the Republic One and Indivisible. 
The title signified that a part could not speak or act for the whole,— that 
there was a power supreme over the State, distinct from, and independent 
of, its members; and it expressed, for the first time in history, the notion 
of an abstract nationality. In this manner the idea of the sovereignty of the 
people, uncontrolled by the past, gave birth to the idea of nationality inde- 
pendent of the political influence of history. It sprang from the rejection of 
the two authorities, — of the State and of the past. The kingdom of France 
was, geographically as well as politically, the product of a long series of 
events, and the same influences which built up the State formed the terri- 
tory. The Revolution repudiated alike the agencies to which France owed 
her boundaries and those to which she owed her government. Every efface- 
able trace and relic of national history was carefully wiped away, — the sys- 
tem of administration, the physical divisions of the country, the classes of 
society, the corporations, the weights and measures, the calendar. France was 
no longer bounded by the limits she had received from the condemned in- 
fluence of her history; she could recognise only those which were set by na- 
ture. The definition of the nation was borrowed from the material world, 
and, in order to avoid a loss of territory, it became not only an abstraction 
but a fiction. 

In pursuing the outward and visible growth of the national theory we 
arc prepaied for an examination of its political character and value. The ab- 
solutism which has created it denies equally that absolute right of national 
unity which is a product of democracy, and that claim of national liberty 
which belongs to the theory of freedom. These two views of nationality, cor- 
responding to the hrench and to the English systems, are connected in name 
only, and are in reality the opposite extremes of political thought. In one 
case, luifionality is founded on the perpetual supremacy of the collective will, 
of which the unity of the nation is the necessary condition, to which every 
other influence must defer, and against which no obligation enjoys author- 
ity, aiul all resistance is tyrannical. The nation is here an ideal unit founded 
on the race, in ilefiancc of the modifying action of external causes, of tradi- 
tion, and of existing rights. It overrules the rights and wishes of the inhab- 
itants, absorbing their divergent interests in a fictitious unity; sacrifices their 
several inclinations and duties to the higher claim of nationality, and crushes 
all natural rights and all established liberties for the purpose of vindicating 
itself.^ Whenever a single definite object is made the supreme end of the 

* “Lc sentiment d indepcndance nationale est encore plus general et plus profondement grave 
dans le coeur des pcuples que I'amour dune liberte constitutionnelle. Les nations les plus soumises 
au iirMU>tisme eprouvent ce sentiment avee autant de vivacitc que les nations libres; les pcuples 
les plus barbarcs lc sentent memc encore plus vivement que les nations policies” (Ultalie au 
Dixnfui i?me SMe, p. 148. Pans. 1821). 
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State, be it the advantage of a class, the safety or the power of the country, 
the greatest happiness of the greatest number, or the support of any specu- 
lative idea, the State becomes for the time inevitably absolute. Liberty alone 
demands for its realisation the limitation of the public authority, for liberty 
is the only object which benefits all alike, and provokes no sincere opposi- 
tion. In supporting the claims of national unity, governments must be sub- 
verted in whose title there is no flaw, and whose policy is beneficent and* 
equitable, and subjects must be compelled to transfer their allegiance to an 
authority for which they have no attachment, and which may be practically 
a foreign domination. Connected with this theory in nothing except in the 
common enmity of the absolute state, is the theory which represents na- 
tionality as an essential, but not a supreme element in determining the 
forms of the State. It is distinguished from the other, because it tends to di- 
versity and not to uniformity, to harmony and not to unity; because it aims 
not at an arbitrary change, but at careful respect for the existing conditions 
of political life, and because it obeys the laws and results of history, not 
the aspirations of an ideal future. While the theory of unity makes the nation 
a source of despotism and revolution, the theory of liberty legards it as the 
bulwark of self-government, and the foremost limit to the excessive power 
of the State. Private rights, which arc sacrificed to the unity, arc preserved 
by the union of nations. No power can so efficiently resist the tendencies of 
centralisation, of corruption, and of absolutism, as that community which is 
the vastest that can be included in a State, which imposes on its members 
a consistent similarity of character, interest, and opinion, and which arrests 
the action of the sovereign by the influence of a divided patriotism. The 
presence of different nations under the same sovereignty is similar in its ef- 
fect to the independence of the Church in the State. It provides against the 
servility which flourishes under the shadow of a single authority, by balanc- 
ing interests, multiplying associations, and giving to the subject the restraint 
and support of a combined opinion. In the same way it promotes inde- 
pendence by forming definite groups of public opinion, and by affording a 
great source and centre of political sentiments, and of notions of duty not 
derived from the sovereign will. Liberty provokes diversity, and diversity 
preserves liberty by supplying the means of organisation. All those portions 
of law which govern the relations of men with each other, and regulate 
social life, are the varying result of national custom and the creation of pri- 
vate society. In these things, therefore, the several nations will differ from 
each other; for they themselves have produced them, and they do not owe 
them to the State which rules them all. This diversity in the same State is a 
firm barrier against the intrusion of the government beyond the political 
sphere which is common to all into the social department which escapes 
legislation and is ruled by spontaneous laws. This sort of interference is 
characteristic of an absolute government, and is sure to provoke a reaction, 
and finally a remedy. That intolerance of social freedom which is natural to 
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absolutism is sure to find a corrective in the national diversities* which no 
other force could so efficiently provide. The co-existence of several nations 
under the same State is a test, as well as the best security of its freedom. It is 
also one of the chief instruments of civilisation; and, as such, it is in the 
natural and proviilcntial order, and indicates a state of greater advancement 
than the national unity which is the ideal of modern liberalism. 

T'he combination of different nations in one State is as necessary a condi- 
tion f)f civilised life as the combination of men in society. Inferior races are 
raised by living in political union with races intellectually superior. Ex- 
hausted and rlccaying nations arc revived by the contact of a younger vital- 
ity. Nations in which the elements of organisation and the capacity for 
government have been lost, cither through the demoralising influence of 
despotism, or the disintegrating action of democracy, arc restored and edu- 
catcrl anew under the discipline of a stronger and less corrupted race. This 
fertilising and regenerating process can only be obtained by living under one 
government. It is in the cauldron of the State that the fusion takes place by 
whith the vigour, the knowledge, and the capacity of one portion of man- 
kind may be communicated to another. Where political and national bound- 
aries coincide, society ceases to advance, and nations relapse into a condition 
corresponding to that of men who renounce intercourse with their fellow- 
men. "I he difference between the two unites mankind not only by the 
benefits it confers on tho.se who live together, but because it connects society 
cither by a political or a national bond, gives to every people an interest in 
its neighbours, cither bccau.se they arc under the same government or be- 
cause they are of the .same race, and thus promotes the interests of human- 
ity, of civili.sation, and of religion. 

(.hristianily rejoices at the mixture of races, as paganism identifies itself 
with their differences, because truth is universal, and errors various and 
particular. In the ancient world idolatry and nationality went together, and 
the same term is applied in Scripture to both. It was the mission of the Church 
to overcome national differences. The period of her undisputed supremacy 
was that in which all Western F.uropc obeyed the same laws, all literature 
was contained in one language, and the political unity of Christendom was 
per.sonificd in a single potentate, while its intellectual unity was repre- 
sented in one university. As the ancient Romans concluded their conquests 
by carrying away the gods of the conquered people, Charlemagne overcame 
the national resistance of the Saxons only by the forcible destruction of their 
pagan rites. Out of the mediaeval period, and the combined action of the 
Cierman race and the C^hurch, came forth a new system of nations and a new 
conception of nationality. Nature was overcome in the nation as well as in 
the individual. In pagan and uncultivated times, nations were distinguished 
trom each other by the widest diversity, not only in religion, but in custom 
ers, language, and character. Under the new law they had many things in 
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common; the old barriers which separated them were removed, and the 
new principle of self-government, which Christianity 'mposed, enabled 
them to live together under the same authority, without necessarily losing 
their cherished habits, their customs, or their laws. The new idea of free- 
dom made room for difTereni races in one State. A nation was no longer 
what it had been to the ancient world. — the progeny ol a common ancestor, 
or the aboriginal product of a particular region, — a result of merely physical 
and material causes, — but a moral and political being; not the creation of 
geographical or physiological unity, but develojied in the course of history 
by the action of the State. It is derived from the State, not supreme over it. 
A State may in course of time produce a nationality; but that a nationality 
should constitute a State is contrary to the nature of modern civilisation. 
The nation derives its rights and its power from the memory of a former 
independence. 

The C'hurch has agreed in this respect with the tendency of political prog- 
ress, and discouraged wherever she could the isolation of nations; admon- 
ishing them of their duties to each other, and regarding conquest and 
feudal investiture as the natural means of raising barbarous or sunken na- 
tions to a higher level. But though she has never attributed to national inde- 
pendence an immunity from the accidental consequences of feudal law, of 
hereditary claims, or of testamentary arrangements, she defends national lib- 
erty against uniformity and centralisation with an energy inspired by perfect 
community of interests. For the same enemy threatens both; and the State 
which is reluctant to tolerate difTercnccs, and to do justice to the peculiar 
character of various races, must from the same cause interfere in the in- 
ternal government of religion. The connection of religious liberty with the 
emancipation of Poland or Ireland is not merely the accidental result of local 
causes; and the failure of the Concordat to unite the subjects of Austria is 
the natural consequence of a policy which did not desire to protect the 
provinces in their diversity and autonomy, and sought to bribe the Church 
by favours instead of strengthening her by independence. From this influ- 
ence of religion in modern history has proceeded a new definition of pa- 
triotism. 

The difference between nationality and the State is exhibited in the nature 
of patriotic attachment. Our connection with the race is merely natural or 
physical, whilst our duties to the political nation arc ethical. One is a com- 
munity of affections and instincts infinitely important and powerful in sav- 
age life, but pertaining more to the animal than to the civilised man; the 
other is an authority governing by laws, imposing obligations, and giving 
a moral sanction and character to the natural relations of society. Patriotism 
is in political life what faith is in religion, and it stands to the domestic 
feelings and to home-sickness as faith to fanaticism and to superstition. It 
has one aspect derived from private life and nature, for it is an extension 
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of the family affections, as the tribe is an extension of the family. But in its 
real political character, patriotism consists in the development of the instinct 
of self-preservation into a moral duty which may involve self-sacrifice. Self- 
preservation is both an instinct and a duty, natural and involuntary in one 
respect, and at the same time a moral obligation. By the first it produces the 
family; by the last the State. If the nation could exist without the State, sub- 
ject only to the instinct of self-preservation, it would be incapable of denying, 
controlling, or sacrificing itself; it would be an end and a rule to itself. But 
in the political order moral purposes are realised and public ends are pur- 
sued to which private interests and even existence must be sacrificed. The 
great sign of true patriotism, the development of selfishness into sacrifice, is 
the product of political life. That sense of duty which is supplied by race is 
not entirely separated from its selfish and instinctive basis; and the love of 
country, like married love, stands at the same time on a material and a 
moral foundation. The patriot must distinguish between the two causes or 
objects of his devotion. The attachment which is given only to the country 
is like obedience given only to the State — a submission to physical influences. 
The man who prefers his country before every other duty shows the same 
spirit as the man who surrenders every right to the State. They both deny 
that right is superior to authority. 

The greatest adversary of the rights of nationality is the modern theory 
of nationality. By making the State and the nation commensurate with each 
other in theory, it reduces practically to a subject condition all other nation- 
alities that may be within the boundary. It cannot admit them to an equality 
with the ruling nation which constitutes the States, because the State would 
then cease to be national, which would be a contradiction of the principle 
of its existence. According, therefore, to the degree of humanity and civilisa- 
tion in that dominant body which claims all the rights of the community, 
the inferior races are exterminated, or reduced to servitude, or outlawed, or 
put in a condition of dependence. 

If we take the establishment of liberty for the realisation of moral duties 
to be the end of civil society, we must conclude that those states are substan- 
tially the most perfect which, like the British and Austrian Empires, include 
various distinct nationalities without oppressing them. Those in which no 
mixture of races has occurred are imperfect; and those in which its effects 
have disappreared arc decrepit. A State which is incompetent to satisfy 
different races condemns itself; a State which labours to neutralise, to absorb, 
or to expel them, destroys its own vitality; a State which docs not include 
them is destitute of the chief basis of self-government. The theory of nation- 
ality, therefore, is a retrograde step in history. It is the most advanced form 
of the revolution, and must retain its power to the end of the revolutionary 
period, of which it announces the approach. 
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GIUSEPPE MAZZINI 


2. Humanitarian Nationaliam* 


I 

Young Europe is an association of men believing in a future of liberty, 
equality, and fraternity, for all mankind; and desirous of consecrating their 
thoughts and actions to the realisation of that future. 

GENERAL PRINCIPLES 

II 

One sole God; 

One sole ruler, — His Law; 

One sole interpreter of that law, — Humanity. 

III 

To constitute humanity in such wise as to enable it throughout a Con- 
tinuous progress to discover and apply the law of God by which it should be 
governed, as speedily as possible: such is the mission of Young Europe. 

IV 

As our true well-being consists in living in accordance with the law of 
our being, the knowledge and fulfilment of the law of humanity is the sole 
source of good. The fulfilment of the mission of Young Europe will result 
in the general good. 


V 

Every mission constitutes a pledge of duty. 

Every man is bound to consecrate his every faculty to its fulfilment. He 
will derive his rule of action from the profound conviction of that duty. 

VI 

Humanity can only arrive at the knowledge of its Law of Life through 
the free and harmonious development of all its faculties. 

Humanity can only reduce that knowledge to action through the free and 
harmonious development of all its faculties. 

Association is the sole means of realising this development. 

*From "Pact of Fraternity of Young Europe" (1834); reprinted in Life and IVritings of 
foseph Mazztni, III (Smith, Elder and Co., 1905). 
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VII 

No true association is possible save among free men and equals. 


VIII 

By the Jaw of God, given by Him to humanity, all men arc free, are broth- 
ers, and are equals. 


IX 

Liberty is the right of every man to exercise his faculties without impedi- 
ment or restraint, in the accomplishment of his special mission, and in the 
choice of the means most conducive to its accomplishment. 

X 

The free exercise of the faculties of the individual may in no case violate 
the rights of others. The special mission of each man must be accomplished 
in harmony with the general mission of humanity. There is no other limit 
to human liberty. 


XI 

Equality implies the recognition of uniform rights and duties for all men 
—for none may escape the action of the law by which they arc defined — 
and every man should participate, in proportion to his labour, in the en- 
joyment of the produce resulting from the activity of all the social forces. 

XII 

Fraternity is the reciprocal affection, the sentiment which inclines man to 
do unto others as he would that others would do unto him. 

XIII 

All privilege is a violation of Equality. 

All arbitrary rule is a violation of Liberty. 

Every act of egotism is a violation of Fraternity. 

XIV 

Wheresoever privilege, arbitrary rule, or egotism arc introduced into the 
social constitution, it is the duty of every man who comprehends his own 
mission to combat them by every means in his power. 

XV 

That which is true of each individual with regard to the other individu- 
als forming a part of the society to which he belongs, is equally true of every 
people with regard to humanity. 
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XVI 

By the law of God, given by God to humanity, all the po )plcs are free — 
are brothers and are equals. 


XVII 

Every people has its special mission, which will co-operate towards the 
fulfilment of the general mission of humanity. That mission constitutes its 
nationality. Nationality is sacred. 


XVIII 

All unjust rule, all violence, every act of egotism exercised to the injury of 
a people, is a violation of the liberty, equality, and fraternity of the peoples. 
All the peoples should aid and assist each other in putting an end to it. 

XIX 

Humanity will only be truly constituted when all the peoples of which 
it is composed have acquired the free exercise of their sovereignty, and shall 
be associated in a Republican Confederation, governed and directed by a 
common Declaration of Principles and a common Pact, towards the com- 
mon aim — the discovery and fulfilment of the Universal Moral Law. 


ERNEST RENAN 

3 . What Ib a Nation?* 


I propose to ask you to join with me in analysing an idea which, though 
it appears simple, yet lends itself to the most dangerous misunderstandings. 
Human society assumes the most varied forms, great masses of human be- 
ings, such as we sec in China, in Egypt and in the older Babylonia; the 
tribe as exemplified by the Hebrews and Arabs; the city, as in Athens and 
Sparta; the unions of various countries, as in the Achaemenian, Roman 
and Carlovingian empires; communities having no mother country but held 
together by the bond of religion, as the Israelites and the Parsees; nations 
such as France, England and most modern European autonomous States; 
confederations, as in Switzerland and America; relationships, such as those 
set up by race, or rather by language, between the different branches of Ger- 
* (1882; trans. by Alfred Zimmern, Oxford University Press, 1939). By permission. 
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mans or Slavs: all these various groupings exist, or have existed, and to ig- 
nore the diflerences between them is to create a serious confusion. At the 
time of the French Revolution it was believed that the institutions of small 
independent towns, such as Sparta and Rome, could be applied to our great 
nations comprising thirty or forty million inhabitants. Nowadays, we ob- 
serve a graver error. The terms “race” and “nation” are confused, and we 
see attributed to ethnographic, or rather linguistic, groups a sovereignty an- 
alogous to that of actually existing peoples. Let us try to arrive at some de- 
gree of exactness with regard to these difficult questions in which the least 
confusion at the outset of the argument as to the meaning of words may 
lead in the end to the most fatal errors. Our task is a delicate one; it amounts 
almost to vivisection; and we are going to treat the living as usually we 
treat the dead. We shall prexeed coldly and with the most complete im- 
partiality. 


I 

Since the end of the Roman Empire, or rather since the dismemberment 
of the empire of C-harlemagne, Western Europe appears to us as divided into 
nations, some of which have, at certain periods, tried to establish a hegemony 
over otliers, without ever achieving any permanent success. Where Charles 
V, Louis XIV and Napoleon I failed, no man in the future will probably 
ever succeed. To set up a new Roman Empire or a new empire such as 
that of Charlemagne has become an impossibility. Europe is so much divided 
that any attempt at universal domination would immediately produce a co- 
alition that would compel the ambitious nation to retire within its natural 
limits. A kind of <lurable balance has been established. Centuries may pass, 
but I'lancc, England, CJermany and Russia, in spite of all their adventures, 
will retain their distinct historical individuality, like pieces on a draught- 
boaril, the squares of which are ever varying in size and importance, but 
never (juite blend completely. 

Nations, thus conceived, are a fairly recent phenomenon in history. Such 
nations were unknown in ancient times. Egypt, China and old Chaldaea 
were by no manner of means nations. They were flocks led by an offspring 
of the Sun or an offspring of Heaven. There were no Egyptian citizens, 
any more than there are Chinese citizens. The classical antique world had 
its republics and royal towns, its confederations of local republics and its 
empires, but it hardly had a nation in our sense of the word. Athens, 
Sparta, Sidon and Tyre are small centres of patriotism, however admirable; 
they arc cities possessing relatively small territories. Gaul, Spain and Italy, 
before their absorption into the Roman Empire, were assemblies of tribes, 
often in league with one another, but without central institutions or dynas- 
ties. Nor could the empires of Assyria or Persia or that of Alexander point 
to any mother country. There were never any Assyrian patriots; nor was 
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the empire of Persia anything but a vast feudal estate. There is not a nation 
that traces its origin back to Alexander’s colossal enterprise, which was yet 
so fertile in its consequences for the general history of civilisation. 

The Roman Empire came much nearer to being a mother country. Roman 
rule, at first so hard to bear, very soon became loved in return for the im- 
mense benefit conferred by the suppression of w'Sr. h was a grand associa- 
tion, synonymous with order, peace and civilization. During its closing pe- 
riod, men of lofty mind, enlightened clerics and the educated classes had a 
real sense of “the Roman Peace,” as opposed to the menacing chaos of 
barbarism. But an empire twelve times as great as France is to-day could not 
be termed a State in the modern sense of the word. Tiie split between East 
and West was inevitable. In the third century attempts at a Gallic empire 
failed; and it was the Germanic invasion that ushered into the world the 
principle which afterwards served as a basis for the existence of nationali- 
ties. 

What in fact did the Germanic peoples accomplish from the time of their 
great invasions in the fifth century to the last Norman conquests in the 
tenth.? They effected little change in the essential character of races, but 
they imposed dynasties and a military aristocracy on more or less important 
areas within the former empire of the West, and these areas assumed the 
names of their invaders. Hence we have a France, a Burgundy, a Lombardy, 
and— later on — a Normandy. The rapid superiority won by the Frankish 
Empire renewed, for a brief period, the unity of the West. But about the 
middle of the ninth century this empire was shattered beyond repair. The 
Treaty of Verdun laid down its dividing lines, immutable in principle, and 
from that time France, Germany, England, Italy and Spain march forward, 
by ways often tortuous and beset by countless hazards, to their full national 
existence such as we see spread out before lis to-day. 

What is, in fact, the distinguishing mark of these various States.? It is the 
fusion of the populations that compose them. There is no analogy between 
the countries we have just mentioned and the state of affairs in Turkey, 
where Turk, Slav, Greek, Armenian, Arab, Syrian and Kurd are as distinct 
to-day as at the time of the conquest. Two essential circumstances contrib- 
uted to this result. First, the fact that the Germanic peoples adopted Christian- 
ity as soon as they came into more or less permanent contact with the 
Greek and Latin peoples. When victor and vanquished have the same reli- 
gion, or rather when the victor adopts the religion of the vanquished, there 
can be no question of the Turkish system of complete discrimination accord- 
ing to a man’s religion. The second circumstance was that the victors forgot 
their own language. The grandsons of Clovis, Alaric, Gondebaud, Alboin 
and Rollo spoke the Roman tongue. This fact was itself the consequence of 
another important particular circumstance, viz., that the Franks, Burgun- 
dians, Goths, Lombards and Normans were accompanied by very few 
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women of their own race. During several generations the chiefs married 
none but German wives. But their concubines and their children's nurses 
were Latins, and the whole tribe married Latin women, with the result that, 
from the time of the settlement of the Franks and Goths on Roman soil, the 
lingua francica and the lingua gothica had but a very short career. It was not 
so in England, since the Anglo-Saxon invaders doubtless brought wives with 
them. The British population fled before them, and furthcrmdre, Latin was 
no longer, or rather had never been, the dominant language in Britain. If, in 
the fifth century, Old French had been the general language in Gaul, Clovis 
and his men would not have deserted their Germanic tongue in favour of 
Old French. 

Hence we get the following most important result, namely that, in spite 
of the brutality of the invaders, the pattern laid down by them became, in 
the course of time, the very pattern of the nation. Quite rightly, France be- 
came the name of a country containing but an imperceptible minority of 
Franks. In the tenth century, in the early songs of Charlemagne, which per- 
fectly reflect the spirit of the age, all the inhabitants of France appear as 
Frenchmen. The idea of any difference of race in the population of France, 
which stands out so clearly in Gregory of Tours, does not occur at all in 
French writers or poets after the time of Hugh Capet. The difference be- 
tween noble and serf is accentuated to the highest degree, but it is in no sort 
of way an ethnic difference. It is a difference in courage, custom and edu- 
cation, transmitted by birth. The idea that the origin of all this lies in con- 
quest occurs to no one. Already in the thirteenth century we see established, 
with all the force of dogma, the spurious system according to which nobility 
owed its origin to a privilege conferred by the King in recognition of great 
services rendered to the nation, so that every noble is a man ennobled. The 
same thing happened after almost all the Norman conquests; after one or 
two generations the Norman invaders were no longer distinguishable from 
the rest of the population. Nevertheless, they had exercised a marked in- 
fluence, having given to the conquered country a nobility, military habits 
and a feeling of patriotism — things which it had never known before. 

To forget and — 1 will venture to say — to get one’s history wrong, arc es- 
sential factors in the making of a nation; and thus the advance of historical 
studies is often a danger to nationality. Historical research, in fact, casts 
fresh light upon those deeds of violence which have marked the origin of all 
|H)liticaI formations, even of those which have been followed by the most 
beneficial results. Unity is always realized by brute force. The union of 
North and South in France was the result of a reign of terror and extermina- 
tion carried on for nearly a century. The French monarchy, which is gener- 
ally regarded as typifying a steady process of crystallization and as having 
rought about the most perfect example of national unity known to history, 
when studied more closely loses its glamour. It was cursed by the nation 
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that it was engaged in moulding, and to>day it is only those wlio can see the 
past in perspective who can appreciate the value of its achievement. 

These great laws in the history of Western Europe become obvious by 
contrast. Many countries have failed in such an enterprise as that which the 
king of France, partly by his tyranny and partly by his justice, brought to so 
admirable a conclusion. Beneath the crown of St. Stephen, Magyars and 
Slavs have remained as distinct as they were eight hundred years ago. The 
House of Habsburg, far from blending the diverse elements in its domin- 
ions, has kept them apart and often in opposition to each other. In Bohemia 
the Czech and German elements are superposed like oil and water in a glass. 
The Turkish policy of separating nationalities according to religion has had 
very much graver consequences, since it has entailed the ruin of the East. 
Take a town like Salonica or Smyrna, and you will find five or six com- 
munities, each with its own memories and almost nothing in common. Now 
it is of the essence of a nation that all individuals should have much in com 
mon, and further that they should all have forgotten much. No French 
citizen knows whether he is a Burgundian, an Alan, a Taifal or a Visigoth, 
while every French citizen must have forgotten the massacre of St. 
Bartholomew’s and the massacres in the South in the thirteenth century. 
Not ten families in France can prove their Frankish descent, and even if 
they could, such a proof would be inherently unsound, owing to the in- 
numerable unknown alliances capable of upsetting all genealogical systems. 

The modern nation is, therefore, the historic consequence of a series of 
facts converging towards the same point. Sometimes unity has been brought 
about by a dynasty, as in the case of France; at other times it has been brought 
about by the direct volition of provinces, as in the case of Holland, Switzer- 
land and Belgium; or again, by a general sentiment, the tardy conqueror of 
the freaks of feudalism, as in the case of Italy and Germany. At all times such 
formations have been guided by the urge of some deep-seated reason. In 
such cases, principles burst out with the most unexpected surprises. In our 
own times we have seen Italy unified by its defeats and Turkey demolished 
by its victories. Every defeat advanced the Italian cause, while every victory 
served to ruin Turkey, since Italy is a nation, and Turkey, apart from Asia 
Minor, is not. It is to the glory of France that, by the French Revolution, she 
proclaimed that a nation exists of itself. It is not for us to disapprove of 
imitators. The principle of nations is our principle. But what, then, is a 
nation.? Why is Holland a nation, while Hanover and the Grand Duchy of 
Parma are not? How is it that France persists in being a nation, when the 
principle that created her has vanished? Why is Switzerland, with its three 
languages, its two religions and three or four races, a nation, when Tuscany, 
for example, which is so homogeneous, is not? Why is Austria a state and 
not a nation? In what does the principle of nations differ from that of races? 
These are points on which thoughtful men require, for their own peace of 
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mind, to come to some conclusion. Although the affairs of the world arc 
rarely settled by arguments of this nature, yet studious men like to bring 
reason to bear on these questions, and to unravel the skein of confusion that 
entangles the superficial mind. 


II 

We are told by certain political theorists that a nation is, above all, a dy- 
nasty representing a former conquest that has been at first accepted, and then 
forgotten, by the mass of the people. According to these politicians, the 
grouping of provinces effected by a dynasty, its wars, marriages and treaties, 
ends with the dynasty that has formed it. It is quite true that most modern 
nations have been made by a family of feudal origin, which has married into 
the country and provided some sort of centralizing nucleus. The boundaries 
of France in 17S9 were in no way natural or necessary. The large area that the 
House of (>apet had added to the narrow strip accorded by the Treaty of 
Verdun was indeed the personal accjuisition of that family. At the time when 
the annexations were made no one thought about natural limits, the right of 
nations or the wishes of provinces. Similarly, the union of England, Ireland 
and Scotland was a dynastic performance. The only reason Italy took so long 
to become a nation was that, until the present century, none of her numerous 
reigning families became a centre of union. It is an odd fact that she derives 
the royal ‘ title from the obscure island of Sardinia, a land which is scarcely 
Italian. Holland, self-created by an act of heroic resolution, has none the less 
entered into a close bond of marriage with the House of Orange, and would 
run scjif)us risks, should this union ever be endangered. 

Ls, however, such a law absolute.? Doubtless, it is not. Switzerland and the 
United States which have been formed, like conglomerates, by successive 
additions, arc based on no dynasty. 1 will not discuss the question in so far as 
it concerns France. One would have to be able to read the future in order to do 
so. Let us merely observe that this great French line of kings had become so 
thoroughly identified with the national life that, on the morrow of its down- 
fall, the nation was able to subsist without it. Furthermore, the eighteenth 
century had entirely changed the situation. After centuries of humiliation, 
man had recovered his ancient spirit, his self-respect and the idea of his 
rights. The words “mother country” and “citizen” had regained their mean- 
ing. T bus it was possible to carry out the boldest operation ever performed 
in history — an operation that may be compared to what, in physiology, 
would be an attempt to bring back to its former life a body from which 
brain and heart had been removed. 

It must, therefore, be admitted that a nation can exist without any dynastic 
principle, and even that nations formed by dynasties can be separated from 
them without thereby ceasing to exist. The old principle, which takes into 

’ The n«iuje ot Savoy owes its royal title s.ilely to the possession of Sardinia (17^0). 
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account only the right of princes, can no longer be maintair.etl: and, besides 
dynastic right, there exists also national right. On what criterion is this na- 
tional right to be based? By what sign is it to be known? And from what 
tangible fact is it properly to be derived? 

I. Many will boldly reply, from race. The artificial divisions, they say, the 
results of feudalism, royal marriages and diplomatic congresses, have broken 
down. Race is what remains stable and fixed; and this it is that constitutes a 
right and a lawful title. The Germanic race, for example, according to this 
theory, has the right to retake the scattered members of the Germanic family, 
even when these members do not ask for reunion. The right of the Germanic 
family over such-and-such a province is better than the right of its inhabit- 
ants over themselves. A sort of primordial right is thus created analogous to 
the divine right of kings; and the principle of ethnography is substituted for 
that of nations. This is a very grave error, and if it should prevail, it would 
spell the ruin of European civilization. The principle of the primordial right 
of race is as narrow and as fraught with danger for true progress as the 
principle of nations is just and legitimate. 

We admit that, among the tribes and cities of the ancient world, the fact 
of race was of capital importance. The ancient tribe and city were but an 
extension of the family. In Sparta and Athens all citizens were related more 
or less closely to each other. It was the same among the Beni-Israel; and it is 
still so among the Arab tribes. But let us leave Athens, Sparta and the Jewish 
tribe and turn to the Roman Empire. Here we have quite a different state of 
affairs. This great agglomeration of completely diverse towns and provinces, 
formed in the first place by violence and then held together by common 
interests, cuts at the very root of the racial idea. Christianity, characteristically 
universal and absolute, works even more effectively in the same direction. It 
contracts a close alliance with the Roman Empire, and, under the influence 
of these two incomparable unifying agents, the ethnographic argument is 
for centuries dismissed from the government of human affairs. 

In spite of appearances, the barbarian invasions were a step further on this 
road. The barbarian kingdoms which were then cut out have nothing 
ethnographic about them; they were decided by the forces or whims of the 
conquerors, who were completely indifferent with regard to the race of the 
peoples whom they subjugated. Charlemagne reconstructed in his own way 
what Rome had already built, viz., a single empire composed of the most 
diverse races. The authors of the Treaty of Verdun, calmly drawing their 
two long lines from north to south, did not pay the slightest attention to 
the race of the peoples to right or left of them. The frontier changes which 
took place in the later Middle Ages were also devoid of all ethnographic 
tendencies. Let it be granted that the consistent policy of the Capets managed 
more or less to gather together, under the name of France, the territories of 
ancient Gaul; yet this was by no means the consequence of any tendency on 
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the part of their inhabitants to unite themselves with their kindred. 
Dauphine, Bresse, Provence and Franche-Comte no longer remembered any 
common origin. The consciousness of Gallic race had been lost since the 
second century a.d., and it is only in modern limes, and retrospectively, that 
the erudite have unearthed the peculiarities of the Gallic character. 

Fthnographic considerations have, therefore, played no part in the forma- 
tion of modern nations. France is Celtic, Ibcric and Germanic. Germany is 
Germanic, Celtic and Slav. Italy is the country in which ethnography finds 
its greatest difficulties. Here Gauls, Etruscans, Pciasgians and Greeks arc 
crossed in an unintelligible medley. The British Isles, taken as a whole, ex- 
hibit a mixture of C^eltic and Germanic blood, the proportions of which arc 
particularly difficult to define. 


The truth is that no race is pure, and that to base politics on ethnographic 
analysis is tantamount to basing it on a chimera. The noblest countries, Eng- 
land. France and Italy, are those where breeds are most mixed. Is Germany 
an exception in this respect? Is she a purely Germanic country? What a 
delusion to suppose it! AH the South was Gallic; and all the East, starting 
Irom the Idbc, is Slav. And as for those areas which are said to be really pure 
from the racial point of view, are they in fact so? Here we touch on one of 
iliosc problems concerning which it is most important to have clear ideas 
and to prevent misunderstandings. 

Discussions on race arc endless, because the word “race” is taken by his- 
torians who are philologists and by anthropologists with physiological lean- 
ings in two quite different senses. For the anthropologists race has the same 
meaning as it has m /oology: k connotes real descent-blood relationship. 
Now the study of languages and history docs not lead to the same divisions 
as physiology. The words “brachycephalic” and “dolichocephalic” find no 
place either ,n history or philology. Within the human group that created 
the Aryan longues and the Aryan rules of life there were already 
achycepha lies and dolichoccphalics; and the same must be said of the primi^ 
>ve group that created the languages and institutions termed Semitic. In 
other words, the zoological origins of the human race are vastly anterior to 

Semitic and Turanian groups were joined in no physiological unity These 
groupings are historical facts which took place at a" certain*period. lit u7^ 
fifteen or twenty thousand years ago; whereas the zoologiwl origin of the 
human race is lost in impenetrable darkness. What the sciences ofphilt 

hult kild^Bm is^™rV“' family amo^ 

The distinctive Ce ' * ’"k' ’’ “‘hropological sense? Certainly not. 
ine distinctive German character appears in history only a very few 

c nturies before Jesus Christ. Obviously the Germans did not emerge’^ from 
the earth at that period. Before that time, when mingled with the Slavs in the 
great shadowy mas. of Scythians, they poues,ed*no disttncL Zaett 
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An Englishman is certainly a type in the whole sum of human kind. Now 
the type of what is very incorrectly termed the Anglo-Saxon race* is neither 
the Briton of the time of Caesar, nor the Anglo-Saxon of Hengist, nor the 
Dane of Canute, nor the Norman of William the Conqueror: it is the sum 
total of all these. The Frenchman is neither a Gaul, nor a Frank, nor a 
Burgundian. He is that which has emerged from the great cauldron in 
which, under the eye of the king of France, the most diverse elements have 
been simmering. As regards his origin, an inhabitant of Jersey or Guernsey 
differs in no way from the Norman population of the neighbouring coast. 
In the eleventh century the most piercing gaze would not have perceived 
the slightest difference on either side of the strait. Trifling circumstances 
decided Philip Augustus not to take these islands together with the rest of 
Normandy. Separated from each other for nearly seven hundred years, the 
two peoples have become not only foreign to each other, but entirely dis- 
similar. Race, then, as we historians understand it, is something that is made 
and unmade. The study of race is of prime importance for the man of learn- 
ing engaged on the history of human kind. It is not applicable to politics. 
The instinctive consciousness which has presided over the drawing of the 
map of Europe has held race to be no account, and the leading nations of 
Europe are those of essentially mixed breed. 

The fact of race, therefore, while vitally important at the outset, tends 
always to become less so. There is an essential difference between human 
history and zoology. Here race is not everything, as it is with the rodents 
and the cats; and one has no right to go about feeling people’s heads, and 
then taking them by the throat and saying "You are related to us; you be- 
long to us!” Apart from anthropological characteristics, there are such things 
as reason, justice, truth and beauty, which arc the same for all. For another 
thing, this ethnographic policy is not safe. To-day you may exploit it against 
others; and then you -sec it turned against yourself. Is it certain that the 
Germans, who have so boldly hoisted the banner of ethnography, will not 
sec the Slavs arrive and, in their turn, analyse village names in Saxony and 
Lusatia; or seek out the traces of the Wiltzcs or the Obotrites; or say that 
they have come to settle accounts arising out of the massacres and wholesale 
enslavements inflicted upon their ancestors by the Ottos? It is an excellent 
thing for us all to know how to forget. 

I like ethnography very much, and find it a peculiarly interesting science. 
But as I wish it to be free, I do not wish it to be applied to politics. In 
ethnography, as in all branches of learning, systems change. It is the law of 
progress. Should nations then also change together with the systems? The 

'Germanic elements are not much more important in the United Kingdom than they were 
in France at the time when she possessed Alsace and Metz. The Germanic language prevailed 
in the British Isles solely because Latin had not completely ousted the Celtic forms of speech 
there, as was the case in the Gauls. 
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boundaries of states would follow the fluctuations of the science; and patriot- 
ism would depend on a more or less paradoxical dissertation. The patriot 
would be told: “You were mistaken: you shed your blood in such-and-such 
a cause; you thought you were a Celt; no, you are a German.” And then, 
ten years later, they will come and tell you that you are a Slav. Lest we put 
tfx) great a strain upon Science, let us excuse the lady from giving an opinion 
on problems in which so many interests are involved. For you may be sure 
that, if you make her the handmaid of diplomacy, you will often catch her 
in the very act of granting other favours. She has better things to do: so let 
us ask her just to tell the truth. 

2. What we have said about race, applies also to language. Language in- 
vites union, without, however, compelling it. The United States and Eng- 
land, as also Spanish America and Spain, speak the same language without 
forming a single nation. Switzerland, on the contrary, whose foundations 
arc solid because they arc based on the assent of the various parties, contains 
three or four languages. There exists in man a something which is above 
language: and that is his will. The will of Switzerland to be united, in spite 
of the variety of these forms of speech, is a much more important fact than 
a similaiity of language, often attained by vexatious measures. It is to the 
honour of h'rance that she has never tried to attain unity of language by the 
use of coercion. Is it impossible to cherish the same feelings and thoughts 
and to love the same things in different languages? We were talking just 
now of the objections to making international politics dependent on 
ethnography. It would be no less objectionable to make them depend on 
comparative philology. Let us allow full liberty of discussion to these inter- 
esting branches of learning, and not mix them up with what would disturb 
their .serenity. The political importance ascribed to languages comes from 
regarding them as tokens of race. Nothing could be more unsound. In 
Prussia, where nothing but German is now spoken, Russian was spoken a 
few centuries ago; in Wales, English is spoken; in Gaul and Spain, the 
original .speech of Alba Longa; in Egypt, Arabic; and we could cite any 
number of other examples. Even in the beginning of things, similarity of 
language did not imply that of race. Take the proto-Aryan or proto-Semitic 
tribe. It contained slaves speaking the same language as their masters, 
whereas the slave very often differed from his master in race. We must repeat 
that these divisions into Indo-European, Semitic and other languages, which 
have been laid down by comparative philologists with such admirable 
acumen, do not coincide with those laid down by anthropology. Languages 
are historical formations which afford little clue to the descent of those who 
speak them and which, in any case, cannot be permitted to fetter human 
liberty, when it is a question of deciding with what family one is to be 
linked for life and death. 

This exclusive importance attributed to language has, like the exaggerated 
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attention paid to race, its dangers and its objections. If you overdo it, you 
shut yourself up within a prescribed culture which you regard as the na- 
tional culture. You arc confined and immured, having left the open air of the 
great world outside to shut yourself up in a conventicle together with your 
compatriots. Nothing could be worse for the mind; and nothing could be 
more untoward for civilization. Let us not lose sight ot this fundamental 
principle that man, apart from being penned up within the bounds of one 
language or another, apart from being a member of one race or another, 
or the follower of one culture or another, is above all a reasonable moral 
being. Above French, German or Italian culture, there stands human cul- 
ture. Consider the great men of the Renaissance. They were neither French, 
nor Italian, nor German. By their intercourse with the ancient world, they 
had rediscovered the secret of the true education of the human mind, and 
to that they devoted themselves body and soul. How well they did! 

3. Nor can religion provide a satisfactory basis for a modern nationality. 
In its origin, religion was connected with the very existence of the social 
group, which itself was an extension of the family. The rites of religion were 
family rites. The religion of Athens was the cult of Athens itself, of its 
mythical founders, its laws and customs. This religion, which did not in- 
volve any dogmatic theology, was, in the full sense of the words, a state 
religion. Those who refused to practice it were not Athenians. At bottom it 
was the cult of the personified Acropolis; and to swear on the altar of 
Aglauros^ amounted to an oath to die for one’s country. This religion was 
the equivalent of our drawing lots for military service or of our cult of the 
national flag. To refuse to participate in such cult would have been tanta- 
mount to a refusal nowadays to serve in the army, and to a declaration that 
one was not an Athenian. On the other hand, it is clear that such a cult as 
this meant nothing for those who were not Athenians; so there was no 
proselytising to compel foreigners to accept it, and the slaves of Athens did 
not practice it. The same was the case in certain small republics of the Mid- 
dle Ages. No man was a good Venetian if he did not swear by St. Mark; nor 
a good citizen of Amalfi if he did not set St. Andrew above all the other 
saints in Paradise. In these small societies, acts, which in later times became 
the grounds for persecution and tyranny, were justifiable .and were as trivial 
as it is with us to wish the father of the family many happy returns of his 
birthday or a happy new year. 

What was true of Sparta and Athens was no longer so in the kingdoms 
that emerged from the conquests of Alexander, and still less so in the 
Roman Empire. The persecutions carried out by Antiochus Epiphanes to 
induce the Eastern world to worship the Olympian Jove, like those of the 
Roman Empire to maintain the far.:e of a state religion, were mistaken, 
criminal and really absurd. Nowadays the situation is perfectly clear, since 

' Aglauros. who gave her life to save her country, represents the Acropolis itself. 
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the masses no longer have any uniform belief. Every one believes and prac- 
tices religion in his own way according to his capacities and wishes. State 
religion has ceased to exist; and a man can be a Frenchman, an Englishman 
or a German, and at the same time a Catholic, a Protestant or a Jew, or 
practice no form of worship at all. Religion has become a matter to be de- 
cided by the individual according to his conscience, and nations are no 
longer divided into Catholic and Protestant. Religion which, fifty-two years 
ago, was so important a factor in the formation of Belgium, is still equally 
so in the heart of every man; but it is now barely to be reckoned among the 
reasons that determine national frontiers. 

4. C'omrnunity of interest is certainly a powerful bond between men. But 
do interests suffice to make a nation? 1 do not believe it. Community of in- 
terest brings about commercial treaties. Nationality, which is body and soul 
both together, has its sentimental side: and a Customs Union is not a coun- 
try. 

5. Cieography, and what we call natural frontiers, certainly plays a con- 
siderable part in the division of nations. Geography is one of the essential 
factors of history. Rivers have guided races: mountains have impeded them. 
The former have favoured, while the latter have restricted, historic move- 
ments. Hut can one say, as some people believe, that a nation’s boundaries 
arc to he fi)und written on the map, and that it has the right to award itself 
as much as is necessary to round off certain outlines, or to reach such-and- 
such a mountain or river, which arc regarded as in some way dispensing 
the frontier a priori? I know no doctrine more arbitrary or fatal than this, 
which can be used to justify all kinds of violence. In the first place, is it the 
mountains, or is it the rivers that constitute these alleged natural frontiers? 
It is indisputable that mountains separate; but rivers tend rather to bring 
together. Then again all mountains cannot divide states. Which arc those 
that separate and those that do not? From Biarritz to Tornea there is not 
one estuary which is more like a boundary than another. If History had so 
decreed, then the Loire, the Seine, the Meuse, the Elbe and the Oder would 
have, as much as the Rhine has, this character of national frontier, which 
has been the cause of so many infringements of that fundamental right, 
which is the will of men. People talk of strategic grounds. Nothing is ab- 
solute; and it is evident that much must be conceded to necessity. But these 
concessions must not go too far. Otherwise, every one will demand what 
suits him from a military point of view and we shall have endless warfare. 
No; it is not the soil any more than the race which makes a nation. The soil 
provides the substratum, the field for struggle and labour: man provides the 
soul. Man is everything in the formation of this sacred thing that we call a 
people. Nothing that is material suffices here. A nation is a spiritual prin- 
ciple, the result of the intricate workings of history; a spiritual family and 
not a group determined by the configuration of the earth. 
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We have now seen those things which do not suffice to create such a 
spiritual principle. They are race, language, interests, religious affinity, geog- 
raphy and military necessity. What more then is required? In view of what 
I have already said, I shall not have to detain you very much longer. 

Ill 

A nation is a soul, a spiritual principle. Two things, which are really only 
one, go to make up this soul or spiritual principle. One of these things lies 
in the past, the other in the present. The one is the possession in common of a 
rich heritage of memories; and the other is actual agreement, the desire to 
live together, and the will to continue to make tfie most of the joint in- 
heritance. Man cannot be improvised. The nation, like the individual, is the 
fruit of a long past spent in toil, sacrifice and devotion. Ancestor- worship is 
of all forms the most justifiable, since our ancestors have made us what we 
are. A heroic past, great men and glory — I mean real glory — these should be 
the capital of our company when we come to found a national idea. To 
share the glories of the past, and a common will in the present; to have done 
great deeds together, and to desire to do more — these are the essential con- 
ditions of a people’s being. Love is in proportion to the sacrifices one has 
made and the evils one has borne. We love the house that we have built and 
that we hand down to our successors. The Spartan song “We are what ye 
were, and we shall be what ye are,” is, in its simplicity, the abridged version 
of every national anthem. 

In the past, a heritage of glory and of grief to be shared; in the future, one 
common plan to be realized; to have suffered, rejoiced and hoped together; 
these are things of greater value than identity of custom-houses and frontiers 
in accordance with strategic notions. These are things which arc understood, 
in spite of differences in race and language. I said just now “to have suffered 
together,” for indeed common suffering unites more strongly than common 
rejoicing. Among national memories, sorrows have greater value than vic- 
tories; for they impose duties and demand common effort. Thus we see that 
a nation is a great solid unit, formed by the realization of sacrifices in the 
past, as well as of those one is prepared to make in the future. A nation implies 
a past; while, as regards the present, it is all contained in one tangible fact, 
viz., the agreement and clearly expressed desire to continue a life in common. 
The existence of a nation is (if you will forgive me the metaphor) a daily 
plebiscite, just as that of the individual is a continual affirmation of life. I 
am quite aware that this is less metaphysical than the doctrine of divine 
right, and smacks less of brute force than alleged historic right. According 
to the notions that I am expounding, a nation has no more right than a king 
to say to a province: “You belong to me; so I will take you.” A province 
means to us its inhabitants; and if any one has a right to be consulted in the 
matter, it is the inhabitant. It is never to the true interest of a nation to annex 
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or keep a country against its will. The people’s wish is after all the only 
justifiable criterion, to which we must always come back. 

We have excluded from politics the abstract principles of metaphysics and 
theology; and what remains? There remains man, with his desires and his 
needs. But you will tell me that the consequences of a system that puts these 
ancient fabrics at the mercy of the wishes of usually unenlightened minds, 
will be the secession and ultimate disintegration of nations. It is obvious that 
in such matters no principles should be pushed too far, and that truths of 
this nature are applicable only as a whole and in a very general sort of way. 
Human wishes change indeed: but what in this world docs not? Nations 
arc not eternal. They have had beginnings and will have ends; and will 
probably be replaced by a confederation of Europe. But such is not the law 
of the age in which we live. Nowadays it is a good, and even a necessary, 
thing that nations should exist. Their existence is the guarantee of liberty, 
which would be lost, if the world had but one law and one master. 

By their various, and often contrasting, attainments, the nations serve the 
common task of humanity; and all play some instrument in that grand 
orchestral concert of mankind, which is, after all, the highest ideal reality 
that we attain. Taken separately, they all have their weak points; and I often 
tell myself that a man who should have the vices that are held to be virtues 
in nations, a man battening on empty glory, and so jealous, selfish and 
quarrelsome as to be ready to draw his sword at the slightest provocation, 
would be the most intolerable creature. But such discordant details vanish 
when all is taken together. What sufferings poor humanity has endured and 
what trials await it yet! May it be guided by the spirit of wisdom and pre- 
served from the countless dangers that beset the path! 

And now let me sum it all up. Man is the slave neither of his race, nor his 
language, nor his religion, nor of the windings of his rivers and mountain 
ranges. That moral consciousness which we call a nation is created by a 
great assemblage of men with warm hearts and healthy minds: and as long 
as this moral consciousness can prove its strength by the sacrifices demanded 
from the individual for the benefit of the community, it is justifiable and has 
the right to exist. If doubts arise concerning its frontiers, let the population 
in dispute be consulted: for surely they have a right to a say in the matter. 
This will bring a smile to the lips of the transcendental politicians, those 
infallible beings who spend their lives in self-deception and who, from the 
summit of their superior principles, cast a pitying eye upon our common- 
places. “Gmsult the population! Stuff and nonsense! This is only another of 
these feeble French ideas that aim at replacing diplomacy and war by 
methods of infantile simplicity.” Well, let us wait a while. Let the kingdom 
of the transcendentalists endure for its season; and let us learn to submit 
to the scorn of the mighty. It may be, that after many fruitless fumblings, 
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the world will come back to our modest empirical solutions. The art of being 
right in the future is, at certain times, the art of resigning oneself to being 
old-fashioned. 


THOMAS G. MASARYK 


4. Democratic Nationaligm* 


We often discuss the question of our national character. The Romantics 
used to speaJi of a dove-lil(e nature; today we prefer to lay stress on the sober, 
practical features of our character. Well then, what are we really like? 

It is difficult to say. I am sceptical of the current definitions as to what con- 
stitutes national character; and also of those that other nations give them- 
selves. Was Zizka a true Czech, or Hus, Chel^icky, and Komensky? Dobrov- 
sky, Palacky, and HavHcek, or Hanka, and Jungman? I have read a book by 
a Swiss author about a dual France. Some people complain of our lack of 
concord as if it were characteristically Czech, and Slav, but the Germans 
complain about themselves in exactly the same way. And so on. The prob- 
lem becomes more involved when we ask if and how national character 
changes at different times, and if there arc some characteristic qualities that 
remain unchanged. There is also the point that from the earliest times until 
now there has been a considerable mixing of races and nations. There is no 
such thing as so-called “pure blood,” at least not in Europe. 

And besides : how and to what extent do economic conditions — prosperity, 
poverty, food, and occupation, technique, culture, religion, and morality, 
hygiene, and so on — form the national character? On the other hand one 
has to consider, how economic conditions, religion, and morality: how cul- 
ture in general is determined, and to what extent by national character? For 
instance, is mathematics influenced by the nation, have French or English 
mathematics some special character, and what is it? Is Catholicisnr. intrinsi- 
cally Roman, Protestantism German, and the Orthodox Church Slav ? 

I won’t deny that nations have their characters, both physical, and spir- 
itual, but I do not regard anthropological and ethnological notions as al- 
ready so certain that one could deduce from them the history of nations, and 
devise the right politics. 

First of all, in our history nearly three hundred years arc lacking of a full 

*From Thomas G. Masaryk, On Thought and Life: Conversations with Karel Cape\ (1938). 
By permission of The Macmillan Company, publishers. 
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and free political and spiritual life; from that I would explain the imma- 
turity in our politics; I do not deduce our shortcomings in politics from the 
character of the nation. 

Secondly, as a society we are without traditions ; the foll^ tradition of the 
peasantry is breaking up, and we have no other; almost every one of us has 
come from cottages, and we have not yet had time to get ourselves into 
shape. 

And further: I ask you how long ago is it -since the Moravians felt them- 
selves to be something different from the Czechs, and talked of a Moravian 
“nation”? And now the Slovaks have been joined to us, and people speak of 
two nations. And it would not only be a question of the definition of the 
character of one nation but also of the character of the various parts of the 
country; what for instance is the difference between a Moravian Valach and 
a Hanak? Therefore I repeat: we lived in subjection, and each subjection 
prevents the character from developing and expanding fully according to its 
inner law. 

That is also visible in our literature. Our poetry is good but not our novels 
and drama. For poetry personal life is sufficient; novels and drama presup- 
pose the accumulated expreience of generations; novels are a work of a 
whole century. 

Yes — a small poem springing from a real strong impulse, many poets make 
a success of that. Hut that is just the expression of a peculiar personal feeling; 
the novel, and the drama are something different — an epical poem is too, 
they prcsii[){)ose an artistic observation of the nation, society, classes, states, 
and so on. In our novels I take exception to some kind of unripeness, a re- 
stricted knowledge of one’s own and foreign life, too little cosmopolitanism. 
We observe too little. 

Foreigners say of us that we arc talented, practical, industrious — well, 
thank Ciod too for that. In fact our farmers, our workers, are some of the 
best; the urban and intellectual strata arc still incomplete, but we Czechs had 
not begun to urbanize ourselves until sixty or eighty years ago — I can still 
remember what modest beginnings they were, and I can say what a fair part 
of the way we have gone since then. 

We need fifty years of undisturbed development, and we shall be where 
we should like to be today. It is no blind confidence in our ability, and 
tenacity— our history, even if somewhat disjointed, the fact that in the great 
political storms we held our ground, and that during the world conflagration 
we managed to restore our state, that all testifies to our political ability. I do 
not think that I exaggerate if I say that our history is one of the most inter- 
esting— -we are fine fellows, but we often make a false step. I find the Ger- 
man anthropologists’ skull and brain indices place us among the foremost 
nations — we are gifted, no doubt about that, but we are somewhat unstable, 
not circumspect enough, and shall I say, politically green; and p>olitical in- 
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experience is a fertile soil for demagogy, and of that we have more than 
enough. The discussions about the crisis of democracy, and the shortcomings 
of parliamentary government have to a large extent their origin in that in- 
sufficient experience; and from that also that parrot-like imitation of foreign 
politicalisms — in short, we do not think enough according to our own 
selves, and to what is ours. In the Austrian times we got used to the negation 
of the state — that was the result of the subjugation; we even made ourselves 
believe that we could not any longer be independent. Well, no not that, with 
that idea I could never become reconciled; but I knew that subject people, 
depressed and deformed by subjugation do not easily become free in spirit 
too at the wave of a hand. That is why so many people among us even today 
repudiate the state— by distrust, by resistance to the state administration, by 
their bad relations with whole strata of co-citizens— to put it frankly: there 
are still some who side with the thief rather than the policeman. Our people 
have a patriotic tradition, it is true, but on many occasions they are still too 
indifferent to the state, against the state, almost anarchical; they don’t realize 
that it is the attitude of the old Austrian spirit. To de-Austrianizc, 
that means to acquire a sense for the state, and what it stands for, for the 
democratic state. That we must ask not only from the bureaucracy, and the 
army, but also from all citizens. And not only the Czechs and the Slovaks. 

Democracy must be livelier and sprightlier than the old regime — especially 
that one of ours. We must always bear in mind that we are a small nation 
in an unfavourable geographical position; in effect it imposes upon us the 
obligation to be more alert, to think more, to achieve more than the others; 
or according to Palacky: every self-respecting Czech and Slovak must do 
three times as much as the members of big and more favourably situated 
nations. Only bear in mind that every educated fellow countryman of ours 
needs to learn at least two foreign languages — how much time it takes, and 
work, but also what a gain it is not only for education but also for practical 
intercourse with nations! And so it is in everything' if we have to hold our 
own with honour we must thoroughly intensify all our political and cultural 
endeavour. Yes, it is a painstaking job; but who does not want to take 
trouble, don’t let him talk of nation and patriotism. 

Real love for one’s nation is a very beautiful thing; with a decent and 
honest man it comes as a matter of course; therefore he does not talk much 
about it, just like a decent man docs not go trumpeting abroad his love for 
his wife, family, and so on. A real love protects, bears sacrifices — and chiefly 
works. And for that work for the nation and state, a clear, sensible, political, 
and cultural programme is necessary — ^merc day-dreaming and getting ex- 
cited is not enough. There is, after all, a difference between patriotism and 
jingoism; how much already did Havfi^ek struggle with that market-place 
jingoism, but for many it is as if he had never lived 1 

We must express our patriotism by a conscious public spirit. No doubt the 
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state is ours, it is ours in virtue of historical right, according to the principle 
of the majority, and by the title that we have built; but we have consider- 
able minorities, and therefore we must be conscious of the difference be- 
tween a state, and a nation; a nation is a cultural organization, a state a po- 
litical organization. We have duties towards the nation, and we have duties 
towards the state. Obviously they must not conflict. We have built that state, 
we must know how to manage and govern it; it is our task to win over to the 
idea of our democratic republic the minorities with whom we are living. 
Their numbers, and their civilization, impose both on them and on us a 
democratic concord. Our procedure with the minorities is practically given 
to us by our own experience under Austria-Hungary: what we did not like 
to be done unto us, we shall not do unto others. The programme of Palack^, 
the father of the nation, is valid for us, and for those to come. Our history, 
the policy of the Premyslids, of St. Venceslas, Charles, and George must be 
a model for the policy with our Germans. The fact that we are surrounded 
on all sides by a big (Jerman neighbour, impels a thoughtful Czech to 
cautious and definitely wise politics. 

Isn t there sometimes a conflict between the love for one’s nation and for 
humanity, or rather: between nationalism and the humanitarian ideals lil(e 
pacifism, mutual understanding between nations, and such-likj: things? 

Between the love for one’s nation, the love for one’s country, and humanity 
there is no disagreement; as it is, it is between modern nationalism and 
humanity. Already that new and foreign word indicates that patriotism as 
our revivalists demanded it, and lived it, is something different from the 
nationalism of today. 

As far as our national programme is concerned, remember what I told you 
with regard to the development of Europe, and to our own history, that is 
that we must take u hand in world fiolitics, and consequently be in lively 
and friendly contact with other nations. Our national revival is a child of 
Enlightenment and of late Romanticism, it sprang from the humanitarian 
ideals of the Eighteenth and Nineteenth Centuries which were broadcast in 
France, in CJcrmany, everywhere. Humanity— that is indeed our national 
programme, the programme of Dobrovsky, HavHcek, and of Komensky in 
his day, of our kings Cicorge, and Charles, and of St. Venceslas. 

Humanity does not exclude, or weaken the love for one’s nation; I can, 
nay, I must love my nation positively, but because of that I need not hate 
other nations. True love is not proved by hatred, but only by love. Mankind 
is a sum of nations, it is not something outside the nations, and above them. 
Humanity, love, not only for one’s neighbours, but for mankind— how am 
I to imagine that mankind concretely? I see a poor child that I can help— 
that child IS mankind to me. The community with which 1 share its troubles, 
the nation with which I am combined through speech and culture is man- 
kind. Mankind is simply a greater, or smaller sum of people for whom we 
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can do something positive in deed, and not only in words. Humanity does 
not consist in day-dreaming about the whole of mankind, but in always act> 
ing humanely. If I ask politics to serve mankind, I do not infer that they 
ought not to be national, but just and decent. That’s all. 

Not as individuals, not as nations are we here merely to fulfil our egoistic 
aims. A nation that wished to live only for itself would be just as miserable 
as a man who wanted to live only for himself. Without faith in ideas and in 
ideals the life of men and of nations is only stagnation. 

This, of course, is the political credo of an idealist. 

Not at all, my boy: of a realist, in philosophy and in politics. For me 
politically realism means: don’t bury yourself in the recollection of a glorious 
past, work for a glorious present; don’t put your faith only in words and 
slogans, for then you can improve the realities, and bring them to order; 
don’t By up in the clouds, but stick to your earth, it is the safest and least 
uncertain. Whatever you work for, stick to reality. . . . 

Only reality? 

Yes; but without doubt reality also means spirituality, soul, love, moral 
order, God, and eternity. Only with them do we live an entire life, in full 
and complete reality, whether it be the life of an individual, or the history of 
nations. That full life alone is without inner conflict, such a life alone has a 
true and clear meaning. . . . 

and is a happy life. 

Yes. 


J. A. HOBSON 


5. Imi^erialiam — incompatible with Free Government* 


Not only docs aggressive Imperialism defeat the movement towards in- 
ternationalism by fostering animosities among competing empires: its attack 
upon the liberties and the existence of weaker or lower races stimulates in 
them a corresponding excess of national self-consciousness. A nationalism 
that bristles with resentment and is all astrain with the passion of self-de- 
fence is only less perverted from its natural genius than the nationalism 
which glows with the animus of greed and self-aggrandisement at the ex- 
pense of others. From this aspect aggressive Imperialism is an artificial stim- 

* From J. A. Hobson, Impenalism (1902; third edition. 1918). By permission of '^'he Mac- 
millan Company, publishers 
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Illation of nationalism in peoples too foreign to be absorbed and too compact 
to be permanently crushed. We welded Africanderdom into just such a 
strong dangerous nationalism, and we joined with other nations in creating 
a resentful nationalism until then unknown in China. The injury to na- 
tionalism in both cases consists in converting a cohesive, pacific internal 
force into an exclusive, hostile force, a perversion of the true power and use 
of nationality. The worst and most certain result is the retardation of inter- 
nationalism. 'rhe older nationalism was primarily an inclusive sentiment; 
its natural relation to the same sentiment in another people was lack of 
sympathy, not open hostility; there was no inherent antagonism to prevent 
nationalities from growing and thriving side by side. Such in the main was 
the natioii.ilism of the earlier nineteenth century, and the politicians of Free 
Trade had some foundation for their dream of a quick growth of effective, 
informal mternationalism by peaceful, profitable intercommunication of 
gorjds and ideas among nations recognizing a just harmony of interests in 
free peoples. 

The overflow of nationalism into imperial channels quenched all such 
hopes. While co-existent nationalities are capable of mutual aid involving no 
direct antagonism of interests, co-existent empires following each its own 
imperial career of territorial and industrial aggrandisement are natural neces- 
.sary cnemic.s. 'I'he full nature of this antagonism on its economic side is not 
intelligible without a close analy.sis of those conditions of modern capitalist 
production which compel an ever keener “fight for markets,” but the politi- 
cal antagonism i.s obvious. 

Imperialism and popular government have nothing in common: they dif- 
fer in spirit, in policy, in method. Of policy and method I have already 
spoken; it remains to point out how the spirit of Imperialism poisons the 
springs of democracy in the mind and character of the people. As our free 
self-governing colonics have furnished hope, encouragement, and leading to 
the popular aspirations in Great Britain, not merely by practical successes in 
the arts of popular government, but by the wafting of a spirit of freedom 
and ccpialiiy, so our despotically ruled dependencies have ever served to 
damage the character of our people by feeding the habits of snobbish sub- 
servience, the admiration of wealth and rank, the corrupt survivals of the 
inequalities of feudalism. This process began with the advent of the East 
Indian nabob and the West Indian planter into English society and politics, 
bringing back with his plunders of the slave trade and the gains of corrupt 
and extortionate officialism the acts of vulgar ostentation, domineering de- 
meanour and corrupting largesse to dazzle and degrade the life of our peo- 
ple. Cobden, writing in i860 of our Indian Empire, put this pithy question: 
“Is it not just possible that we may become corrupted at home by the reaction 
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of arbitrary political maxims in the East upon our domestic politics, just as 
Greece and Rome were demoralised by their contact with Asia?” ‘ 

Not merely is the reaction possible, it is inevitable. As the despotic portion 
of our Empire has grown in area, a larger and larger number of men, trained 
in the temper and methods of autocracy as soldiers and civil officials in our 
Crown colonies, protectorates, and Indian Empire, reinforced by numbers 
of merchants, planters, engineers, and overseers, whose lives have been those 
of a superior caste living an artificial life removed from all the healthy re- 
straints of ordinary European society, have returned to this country, bring- 
ing back the characters, sentiments, and ideas imposed by this foreign en- 
vironment. The South and South-West of England is richly sprinkled with 
these men, many of them wealthy, most of them endowed with leisure, men 
openly contemptuous of democracy, devoted to material luxury, social dis- 
play, and the shallower arts of intellectual life. The wealthier among them 
discover political ambitions, introducing into our Houses of Parliament the 
coarsest and most selfish spirit of “Imperialism,” using their imperial ex- 
perience and connexions to push profitable companies and concessions for 
their private benefits, and posing as authorities so as to keep the yoke of 
Imperialism firmly fixed upon the shoulders of the “nigger.” The South 
African millionaire is the brand most in evidence: his methods are the most 
barefaced, and his success, social and political, the most redoubtable. But the 
practices which are writ large in Rhodes, Beit, and their parliamentary con- 
federates are widespread on a smaller scale; the South of England is full of 
men of local influence in politics and society whose character has been 
formed in our despotic Empire, and whose incomes arc chiefly derived from 
the maintenance and furtherance of this despotic rule. Not a few enter our 
local councils, or take posts in our constabulary or our prisons: everywhere 
they stand for coercion and for resistance to reform. Could the incomes ex- 
pended in the Home Counties and other large districts of Southern Britain 
be traced to their sources, it would be found that they were in large measure 
wrung from the enforced toil of vast multitudes of black, brown, or yellow 
natives, by arts not differing essentially from those which supported in idle- 
ness and luxury imperial Rome. 

It is, indeed, a nemesis of Imperialism that the arts and crafts of tyranny, 
acquired and exercised in our unfree Empire, should be turned against our 
liberties at home. Those who havS felt surprise at the total disregard or the 
open contempt displayed by the aristocracy and the plutocracy of this land 
for infringements of the liberties of the subject and for the abrogation of 
constitutional rights and usages have not taken sufficiently into account the 
steady reflux of this poison of irresponsible autocracy from our “unfree, in- 
tolerant, aggressive” Empire. 

' Morley, Life of Cobden, Vol. ii, p. j6i. 
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The political effects, actual and necessary, of the new Imperialism, as 
illustrated in the case of the greatest of imperialist Powers, may be thus sum- 
marised. It is a constant menace to peace, by furnishing continual tempta- 
tions to further aggression upon lands occupied by lower races and by 
embroiling our nation with other nations of rival imperial ambitions; to the 
sharp peril of war it adds the chronic danger and degradation of militarism, 
which not merely wastes the current physical and moral resources of the 
nations, but checks the very course of civilization. It consumes to an il- 
limitable and incalculable extent the financial resources of a nation by mili- 
tary preparation, stopping the expenditure of the current income of the 
State upon productive public projects and burdening posterity with heavy 
loads of debt. Absorbing the public money, the time, interest and energy on 
costly and unprofitable work of territorial aggrandisement, it thus wastes 
those energies of public life in the governing classes and the nations which 
are needed for internal reforms and for the cultivation of the arts of material 
and intellectual progress at home. Finally, the spirit, the policy, and the 
methods of Imperialism are hostile to the institutions of popular self-govern- 
ment, favouring forms of political tyranny and social authority which are 
the deadly enemies of effective liberty and equality. 

Analysis of Imperialism, with its natural supports, militarism, oligarchy, 
bureaucracy, protection, concentration of capital and violent trade fluctua- 
tions, has marked it out as the supreme danger of modern national States. 
The power of the imperialist forces within the nation to use the national 
resources for their private gain, by operating the instrument of the State, 
can only be overthrown by the establishment of a genuine democracy, the 
direction of public policy by the people for the people through representa- 
tives over whom they exercise a real control. Whether this or any other na- 
tion is yet competent for such a democracy may well be matter of grave 
doubt, but until and unless the external policy of a nation is “broad-based 
upon a people’s will” there appears little hope of remedy. The scare of a 
great recent war may for a brief time check the confidence of these con- 
spirators against the commonwealth, and cause them to hold their hands, but 
the financial forces freshly generated will demand new outlets, and will 
utilize the same political alliances and the same social, religious, and 
philanthropic supports in their pressure for new enterprises. The circum- 
stances of each new imperialist exploit differ from those of all preceding 
ones: whatever ingenuity is requisite for the perversion of the public intelli- 
gence, or the inflammation of the public sentiment, will be forthcoming. 

Imperialism is only beginning to realize its full resources, and to develop 
into a fine art the management of nations: the broad bestowal of a franchise, 
wielded by a people whose education has reached the stage of an uncritical 
ability to read printed matter, favours immensely the designs of keen busi- 
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ness politicians, who, by controlling the press, the schools, and where neces- 
sary the churches, impose Imperialism upon the masses under the attractive 
guise of sensational patriotism. 

The chief economic source of Imperialism has been hnmd in the in- 
equality of industrial opportunities by which a favoured class accumulates 
superfluous elements of income which, in their search for profitable invest- 
ments, press ever farther afield: the influence on State policy of these in- 
vestors and their financial managers secures a national alliance of other 
vested interests which are threatened by movements of social reform: the 
adoption of Imperialism thus serves the double purpose of securing private 
material benefits for favoured classes of investors and traders at the public 
cost, while sustaining the general cause of conservatism by diverting public 
energy and interest from domestic agitation to external employment. 

The ability of a nation to shake off this dangerous usurpation of its power, 
and to employ the national resources in the national interest, depends upon 
the education of a national intelligence and a national will, which shall make 
democracy a political and economic reality. To term Imperialism a national 
policy is an impudent falsehood: the interests of the nation are opposed to 
every act of this expansive policy. Every enlargement of Great Britain in the 
tropics is a distinct enfeeblement of true British nationalism. Indeed, Imperi- 
alism is commended in some quarters for this very reason, that by breaking 
the narrow bounds of nationalities it facilitates and forwards international- 
ism. There are even those who favour or condone the forcible suppression of 
small nationalities by larger ones under the impulse of Imperialism, because 
they imagine that this is the natural approach to a world-federation and eter- 
nal peace. A falser view of political evolution it is difficult to conceive. If 
there is one condition precedent to effective internationalism or to the estab- 
lishment of any reliable relations between States, it is the existence of strong, 
secure, well-developed, and responsible nations. Internationalism can never 
be subserved by the suppression or forcible absorption of nations; for these 
practices react disastrously upon the springs of internationalism, on the one 
hand setting nations on their armed defence and stifling the amicable ap- 
proaches between them, on the other debilitating the larger nations through 
excessive corpulence and indigestion. The hope of a coming internationalism 
enjoins above all else the maintenance and natural growth of independent 
nationalities, for without such there could be no gradual evolution of inter- 
nationalism, but only a series of unsuccessful attempts at a chaotic and un- 
stable cosmopolitanism. As individualism is essential to any sane form of na- 
tional socialism, so nationalism is essential to internationalism: no organic 
conception of world-politics can be framed on any other supposition. 

Just in proportion as the substitution of true national governments for the 
existing oligarchies or sham democracies becomes possible will the apparent 
conflicts of national interests disappear, and the fundamental co-operation 
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upon which nineteenth-century Free Trade prematurely relied manifest it- 
self. The present class government means the severance or antagonism of 
nations, because each ruling class can only keep and use its rule by forcing 
the antagonisms of foreign policy: intelligent democracies would perceive 
their identity of interest, and would ensure it by their amicable policy. The 
genuine forces of internationalism, thus liberated, would first display them- 
selves as economic forces, securing more effective international co-operation 
for postal, tclegra[)hic, railway, and other transport services, for monetary 
exchange and fi)r common standards of measurement of various kinds, and 
for the impioved intercommunication of persons, goods, and information. 
Related and subsidiary to these purposes would come a growth of machinery 
of c(Mirts and congresses, at first informal and private, but gradually taking 
shape in more definite and more public machinery: the common interests of 
the arts and sciences would everywhere he weaving an elaborate network of 
intellectual internationalism, and both economic and intellectual community 
of needs and interests would contribute to the natural growth of such po- 
litical solidarity as was required to maintain this real community. 

It is thus, and only thus, that the existing false antagonisms of nations, 
with then wastes and perils and their retardation of the general course of 
civilization, can be resolved. To substitute for this peaceful discovery and 
expression of common interests a federal policy proceeding upon directly 
selfish political and military interests, the idea which animates an Anglo- 
Sa.\on alliance or a Pan-leutonic empire, is deliberately to choose a longer, 
more ihllicult, and far more hazardous road to internationalism. The eco- 
nomic bond is far stronger and more reliable as a basis of growing interna- 
tionalism than the so-called racial bond or a political alliance constructed on 
some shoit'sighted computation of a balance of power. It is, of course, quite 
possible that a Pan-Slav, Pan-Teutonic, Pan-British, or Pan-Latin alliance 
might, if the federation were kept sufticicntly voluntary and elastic, contrib- 
ute to the wider course of internationalism. But the frankly military purpose 
commonly assigned for such alliances bodes ill for such assistance. It is 
lar more likely that such alliances would be formed in the interests of the 
“imperialiM" classes of the contracting nations, in order the more effectively 
to exploit the joint national resources. 

Imperialism is a depraved choice of national life, imposed by self-seeking 
interests which appeal to the lusts of quantitative acquisitiveness and of 
forceful domination surviving in a nation from early centuries of animal 
struggle for existence. Its adoption as a policy implies a deliberate renunci- 
ation of that cultivation of the higher inner qualities which for a nation as 
f^or an individual constitutes the ascendency of reason over brute impulse. It 
IS the besetting sin of all successful States, and its penalty is unalterable in 
the order of nature. 



Chapter XV 

CONFLICT OR COMMON INTEREST? 


One of the paradoxical phenomena of political 
philosophy is that those who demand absolute law and order within the 
state at the same time piopound anarchy as the normal, and desirable, rela- 
tionship between states. Hegel is a case in point. In his Philosophy of Law 
(1821), he advocates, as we saw in earlier chapters, the strong state — on the 
model of the Prussian police state of the nineteenth century. Yet, when it 
comes to the question of how states are to live together, Hegel is an en- 
thusiastic anarchist. In fact, he is nihilistic enough to deny that relations be- 
tween states have anything in common with morality, such as regulates deal- 
ings between individuals. There is a distinctly pagan note to Hegel’s claim 
that “the nation state is mind in its substantive rationality and immediate 
actuality and is therefore the absolute power on earth.” The whole Stoic- 
Jewish-Christian tradition, that there is a higher law than the commands of 
the state, a law of reason, nature, or God, is flatly rejected by Hegel. If the 
state is the absolute power on earth, what happens when several absolutes 
clash? Hegel cheerfully states: “If states disagree and their particular wills 
cannot be harmonized, the matter can only be settled by war.” However, this 
consequence docs not alarm Hegel. On the contrary. Wars are wholesome 
for a number of reasons. First, “corruption in nations would be the product 
of prolonged, let alone ‘perpetual’ peace.” The trouble with peace is, says 
Hegel, that men stagnate in it. Their idiosyncrasies become more fixed and 
ossified, and war is required to keep the body politic healthy. Furthermore, 
Hegel stresses the impact of war on domestic conditions: “As a result of 
war, nations are strengthened, but peoples involved in civil strife also ac- 
quire peace at home through making war abroad.” Later in the century Bis- 
marck emphasized in his memoirs that war would be the only means to re- 
vive and maintain the loyalty of the masses who had become infected with 
the ideas of international socialism. By 1912 the Social Democrats had be- 
come the strongest single German party, with 3.5 per cent of the German 
electorate voting for it. 

Small as the antimilitaristic voice was in Germany, it should not be for- 
gotten. The trouble with German democracy and liberalism was not that 
they failed, but that so few tried to make them succeed. Immanuel Kant’s 
name will always stand out as that of a man who believed that civilization 
can be advanced only through government based on law, within the nation 

777 
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as well as between nations. In Perpetual Peace (1795)5 Kant has drawn one 
of the most inspiring pictures of a united mankind ever conceived. The 
federation of free states, held together by bonds of law rather than separated 
by savagery and “licentious liberty,” is Kant’s conception of international 
order. Kant makes the important point that a peace treaty (pactuni pacts) 
finishes only a particular war, whereas a “pacific alliance” (foedus paci- 
ficum) would forever terminate all wars: “This alliance does not tend to 
any dominion over a state, but solely to the certain maintenance of the liberty 
of each particular state, partaking of this association.” Whereas Hegel and 
Trcitschke both embrace international anarchy and war as desirable and 
moral, Kant states the rational aspects of the problem in these words: “At 
the tribunal of reason, there is but one means of extricating states from this 
turbulent situation, in which they arc constantly menaced with war; namely, 
to renounce like individuals, the anarchic liberty of savages, in order to sub- 
mit themselves to coercive laws, and thus form a society of nations {Civitas 
gentium) which would insensibly embrace all the nations of the earth.” 

Probably no one has so richly deserved the Nobel peace prize as Sir Nor- 
man Angcll, who, for over a generation, has served the cause of peace by 
trying to educate the British and American public to understand some of 
the fundamentals of international peace and war. In The Unseen Assassins 
(1952), Sir Norman defines, first, what are the greatest evils that devastate 
our civilization. He holds that neither outright wickedness nor lack of 
knowledge arc to be blamed, but our failure to apply available and often 
self-evident knowledge to our social relationships: “We do not desire to cre- 
ate social or economic evils, to impose injustice and bring about war, but wc 
apply policies in which those results are inherent because we fail to see the 
implications of the policies. Those unpcrceived implications are the Unseen 
Assassins of our peace and welfare.” 

Sovereignty is one of the chief of these assassins. Angell denies that the 
existence of nations is in itself the cause of war: “War is due to the fact that 
wc have attached to nationality the idea of independence and sovereignty: 
sovereignly and the anarchy which it necessarily implies make war.” His- 
tory itself has proved that sovereignty and nationality are not necessarily 
united: C^reat Britain consists of the three nations of England, Wales, and 
Scotland, but they do not possess sovereignty— which means, in practice, the 
legal right to make war upon each other. The Hispanic nations in the New 
World are very similar in language, religion, and tradition, yet thev have 
fought many wars among themselves. Because they failed to stay united after 
achieving independence from Spain, but organized themselves into sover- 
eign states, they acquired the habit of warring against one another. Con- 
versely, if independent nations had been formed in the territory of the 
present United States, they would undoubtedly have learned the custom of 
fighting among themselves. The fact that sovereign states insist on being the 
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judges in their own cases makes war inevitable. Experience; points to one 
method of escaping from the anarchy inherent in sovereignty: “No one shall 
be judge in his own cause, which means that he should not be his own de- 
fender. The combined power of the whole group shall be used to ensure the 
defence of each member; that is to say, the enjoyment of such rights as 
experience has shown to make for a workable and orderly co-operation at 
any given stage of a society’s development.” 

Every form of political organization on the national and international 
scale is largely determined by man’s ideas of himself, his nature and ca- 
pacities. Within the state, the community of interests may be split by group 
and class conflicts, but in the end peaceful adjustments prevent such diver- 
gencies from breaking out into armed struggle. In the relations between 
nations, men have not settled, in their own minds, the primary question as to 
what is the “natural state of things”: harmony of interests (though inter- 
rupted by occasional conflicts), or conflict of interests (though interrupted 
by short intervals of peace). The answer one is ready to give to this question 
will be, in itself, one of the factors that will determine whether conflict or 
community will be the normal condition in the society of nations. 

The sharpest analysis of this issue, from a conservative point of view, will 
be found in E. H. Carr’s The Ttventy Years' Crisis (1939). Carr bases his 
whole theory of international relations on the distinction between Utopian 
and realistic thinking. According to Carr, this distinction coincides with the 
distinction between free will and determinism: “The utopian is necessarily 
voluntarist: he believes in the possibility of more or less radically rejecting 
reality, and substituting his utopia for it by an act of will. The realist ana- 
lyses a predetermined course of development which he is powerless to 
change.” Carr expresses this difference also in the sense that the “utopian, 
fixing his eyes on the future, thinks in terms of creative spontaneity: the 
realist, rooted in the past, in terms of causality.” Secondly, Carr maintains 
that the distinction between Utopia and reality corresponds to that of theory 
and practice. The Utopian desires to make political practice conform to 
political theory, whereas the realist looks up political theory as a “sort of 
codification of political practice.” Thirdly, the antithesis between Utopianism 
and realism is also reflected in the political contrast of Left and Right: “The 
radical is necessarily utopian, and the conservative realist. The intellectual, 
the man of theory, will gravitate toward the Left just as naturally as the 
bureaucrat, the man of practice, .will gravitate towards the Right.” Carr 
quotes approvingly the epigram of a Nazi philosopher, Moeller van den 
Bruck, that “the Left has reason {Vernunft), the Right has wisdom 
(Verstand)y Finally, and perhaps most fundamental of all, the dichotomy 
of Utopia and reality is reflected in that of ethics and politics. The Utopian 
seeks to make politics conform to ethical standards; the realist “cannot logi- 
cally accept any standard of value save that of fact.” 
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Carr attacks with much force the doctrine of the “harmony of interests,” 
both within the state and between states, as a typically Utopian illusion. He 
calls that doctrine “an ingenious moral device invoked, in perfect sincerity, 
by privileged groups in order to justify and maintain their dominant posi- 
tion.” This IS true within the national community, but it is equally true in 
the world at large, and international peace is but “a special vested interest 
of dominant Powers." Carr thus rejects all the assumptions of economic and 
political liberalism, that the state is a community with discoverable prin- 
ciples of public interest, and that the society of nations, too, is a community 
whose common interests in peace and prosperity outweigh the interests in 
conflict, war, and destruction. Throughout his book Carr leans heavily on 
Cerman conservative writers; although realist thinking in politics has had 
some influence on Western Europe, it “had its home in Germany.” Carr is 
so comprehensive in his sympathies for those who attack the liberal position, 
that he quotes approvingly antiliberal attacks from the Right as well as from 
the Left: Hegel or Marx, Bismarck or Lenin, Hitler or Stalin — Carr ap- 
proves of their realism, their refusal to pay heed to the liberal illusions of 
the nineteenth century. In particular. Prime Minister Neville Chamberlain 
emerges from C'arr’s book as the real hero: his policy of appeasing the Axis 
was the true expression of realism, according to Carr, as compared with the 
illusionary formulas of the Utopians, such as “collective security” and “in- 
divisibility of peace.” 

The best reply to C'arr’s argument will be found in Leonard Woolf’s ar- 
ticle on “Utopia and Reality”; he wrote it (in 1940) for The Political Quar- 
terly. which he edits. Woolf has also dealt with this whole problem more 
fully in a book, The War for Peace (also published in 1940). First, Woolf 
charges Carr with using the term “Utopia” in two different meanings which 
are constantly confused. The first meaning of “Utopia” is applied to a policy 
based on a hope or purpose which is “incapable of fulfillment,” and in this 
sense it can be opposed to realism. But the term “Utopian” is also used as 
meaning “unreal” as opposed to “reality.” These two meanings are different 
uses of the term “Utopia,” and Woolf adduces several illustrations to demon- 
strate how C'arr actually confuses them. If C'hamberlain failed in his policy 
of .ippcascment, that is still no pr<x)f, according to Carr, that the policy was 
Utopian, because it might conceivably have' succeeded. However, in the case 
of the failure of the League of Nations, he says that “the first and most 
obvious tragedy of this utopia was its ignominious defeat.” Thus Woolf 
denies that failure or success is necessarily the criterion of whether a policy 
is realistic or Utopian. The identification of fact with value is attacked by 
Woolf as one of the main weaknesses of the self-styled "realists,” because it 
provides no guide to ordered thinking: “In 1790, 1830, 1848, 1900, and 1918, 
if Professor Carr had been a Frenchman, he would have talked about the 
‘triumph’ of democracy and the democratic ideals of the ‘Revolution,’ but in 
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1800, 1828, 1851, and 1939 he would have talked about their ‘ignominious 
collapse’ and utopianism.” Writing early in 1940, Woolf doubted whether one 
of Carr’s “realists,” Adolf Hitler, would succeed in his “realistic” policy of 
organizing Europe, not on the liberal illusion and Utopia of harmony of 
interests, but on the basis of force and conflicting interest: “It is highly prob- 
able that his objective will not be attained and is unattainable, and is there- 
fore really utopian.” And Woolf adds: “If the criterion of utopianism is 
attainability, the policies of Hitler and Mr. Chamberlain are no less utopian 
than the League policy.” 

Woolf denies one of Carr’s main theses, that there is ‘‘some ‘reality’ in 
a conflicting interest which does not exist in a common interest.” The fact 
that in most instances the pursuit of a common interest necessitates the 
abandonment of some immediate individual interest prevents some people 
from being conscious what their true interest is. Yet, as Woolf points out, 
“in private life and national politics we have learnt this by bitter experience, 
and no one believes that the interest of men with knives to commit mur- 
der and robbery is more ‘real’ than the interest of men with knives to refrain 
and be restrained from committing murder and robbery. International psy- 
chology is still, however, so crude that even a man like Professor Carr can 
believe that the interest of Germany in cutting the throat of Czechoslovakia 
is more real than the interest of both Germany and Czechoslovakia in liv- 
ing peacefully together and composing conflicting interests by compromise, 
merely because Herr Hitler has a very large army, a very large air force, 
and a very loud and rasping voice.” A study of the history of human society 
leads Woolf to the conclusion that ''generally and in the long run common 
interests are more real than conflicting interests politically.” The main dif- 
ficulty is psychological: as in other advances of civilization, people find it 
difficult to give up immediate individual interests that conflict with long- 
term common interests, and it requires “intelligence and restraint” to learn 
that the individual stands to gain from this preference of the long-range 
interest to the immediate one. Woolf admits that people will possibly fail 
to learn this lesson when it comes to the establishment of international, peace. 
But as a believer in the liberal philosophy, he is unwilling to accept the 
“primitive psychology” that they cannot learn where their true interests lie. 

No American has expressed better than President Woodrow Wilson the 
faith that peace without law is impossible. He failed politically; morally he 
was more than vindicated by the events that filled the two decades following 
his disavowal by the Senate and the people. His prediction “with absolute 
certainty” that there would be another world war “if the nations of the 
world do not concert the method by which to prevent it” came true with 
tragic accuracy. His conception of an international organization for the 
maintenance of peace was never static and final: “Settlements may be tem- 
porary, but the action of the nations in the interest of peace and justice must 
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be permanent. We can set up permanent processes. We may not be able to 
set up permanent decisions.” This is also the. nature of democratic govern- 
ment within a nation: the Constitution does not indicate what laws will be 
actually passed by the legislature, but merely prescribes how laws are to be 
made. The growth of a sense of procedure has distinguished, historically, 
political civilization from |X)litical savagery. Wilson still belonged to a gen- 
eration of Americans who were not ashamed of being idealistic, who be- 
lieved that America was dedicated to the love of justice and the service of 
humanity. He warned that, “if America goes back upon mankind, mankind 
has n(» other place to turn.” 


G. W. F. HEGEL 


1. The Philosophy of International Anarchy* 


In peace civil life continually expands; all its departments wall themselves 
in, and in the long run men stagnate. Their idiosyncrasies become contin- 
ually more fixed and ossified. But for health the unity of the body is re- 
quired, and if its parts harden themselves into exclusiveness, that is death. 
Perpetual peace is often advocated as an ideal towards which human- 
ity should strive. With that end in view, Kant proposed a league of mon- 
archs to adjust dilTerences between states, and the Holy Alliance was meant 
to be a league of much the same kind. But the state is an individual, and 
individuality essentially implies negation. Hence even if a number of states 
make themselves into a family, this group as an individual must engender 
an opposite and create an enemy. As a result of war, nations are strength- 
ened, but peoples involved in civil strife also acquire peace at home through 
making wars abroad. To be sure, war produces insecurity of property, but 
this insecurity of things is nothing but their transience — which is inevitable. 
We hear plenty of sermons from the pulpit about the insecurity, vanity, and 
instability of temporal things, but everyone thinks, however much he is 
moved by what he hears, that he at least will be able to retain his own. But 
if this insecurity now comes on the scene in the form of hussars with shin- 
ing sabres and they actualize in real earnest what the preachers have said, 
then the moving and edifying discourses which foretold all these events 

• From G. W. F. Hegel, Philosophy of Law (1821; translated by T. M Knox as Philosophy of 
Right. Oxford University Press, 1942). By permission. 
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turn into curses against the invader. Be that as it may, the fact remains that 
wars occur when the necessity of the case requires. The seeds burgeon 
once more, and harangues are silenced by the solemn cycles of history. 


War is the state of affairs which deals in earnest with the vanity of tem- 
poral goods and concerns — a vanity at other times a common theme of edi- 
fying sermonizing. This is what makes it the moment in which the ideality 
of the particular attains its right and is actualized. War has the higher sig- 
nificance that by its agency, as I have remarked elsewhere, “the ethical health 
of peoples is preserved in their indifference to the stabilization of finite in- 
stitutions; just as the blowing of the winds preserves the sea from the foul- 
ness which would be the result of a prolonged calm, so also corruption in 
nations would be the product of prolonged, let alone ‘perpetual,’ peace.** 
This, however, is said to be only a philosophic idea, or, to use another com- 
mon expression, a “justification of Providence,” and it is maintained that 
actual wars require some other justification. On this point, see below. 

The ideality which is in evidence in war, i.e. in an accidental relation of 
a state to a foreign state, is the same as the ideality in accordance with which 
the domestic powers of the state are organic moments in a whole. This fact 
appears in history in various forms, e.g. successful wars have checked domes- 
tic unrest and consolidated the power of the state at home. Other phenomena 
illustrate the same point: e.g. peoples unwilling or afraid to tolerate sover- 
eignty at home have been subjugated from abroad, and they have struggled 
for their independence with less glory and success the less they have been 
able previously to organize the powers of the state in home affairs — their 
freedom has died from the fear of dying; states whose autonomy has been 
guaranteed not by their armed forces but in other ways (e.g. by their dis- 
proportionate smallness in comparison with their neighbours) have been 
able to subsist with a constitution of their own which by itself would not 
have assured peace in either home or foreign affairs. 


States are not private persons but completely autonomous totalities in 
themselves, and so the relation between them differs from a moral relation 
and a relation involving private rights. Attempts have often been made to 
regard the state as a person with the rights of persons and as a moral en- 
tity. But the position with private persons is that they are under the Juris- 
diction of a court which gives effect to what is right in principle. Now a re- 
lation between states ought also to be right in principle, but in mundane 
affairs a principle ought also 10 have power. Now since there is no power in 
existence which decides in face of th<" state what is right in principle and 
actualizes this decision, it follows that so far as international relations are 
concerned we can never get bevond an “ought.” The relation between states 
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is a relation between autonomous entities which makes mutual stipula* 
dons but which at the same time arc superior to these stipulations. 

The nation-state is mind in its substantive rationality and immediate ac- 
tuality and is therefore the absolute pKJwcr on earth. It follows that every 
state is sovereign and autonomous against its neighbours. It is entitled in 
the first place and without qualification to be sovereign from their point of 
view, i.c. to be recognized by them as sovereign. At the same time, however, 
this title is purely formal, and the demand for this recognition of the state, 
merely on the ground that it is a state, is abstract. Whether a state is in fact 
something absolute depends on its content, i.c. on its constitution and gen- 
eral situation; and recognition, implying as it docs an identity between the 
state and its neighbour, is similarly conditional on its neighbour’s judgment 
and will. 

If states disagree and their particular wills cannot be harmonized, the 
matter can only be settled by war. A state through its subjects has wide- 
spread connexions and many-sided interests, and these may be readily and 
considerably injured; but it remains inherently indeterminable which of 
these injuries is to be regarded as a specific breach of treaty or as an injury 
to the honour and autonomy of the state. The reason for this is that a state 
may regard its infinity and honour as at stake in each of its concerns, how- 
ever minute, and it is all the more inclined to susceptibility to injury the 
more its strong individuality is impelled as a result of long domestic peace 
to seek and create a sphere of activity abroad. 

Apart from this, the state is in essence mind and therefore cannot be pre- 
pared to stop at just taking notice of an injury after it has actually occurred. 
On the contrary, there arises in addition as a cause of strife the idea of such 
an injury as the idea of a danger threatening from another state, together 
with calculations of degrees of probability on this side and that, guessing 
at intentions, &c., &c. 

At one time the opposition between morals and politics, and the demand 
that the latter should conform to the former, were much canvassed. On this 
point only a general remark is required here. The welfare of a state has 
claims to recognition totally different from those of the welfare of. the indi- 
vidual. The ethical substance, the state, has its determinate being, i.e. its 
right, directly embodied in something existent, something not abstract but 
concrete, and the principle of its condlict and behaviour can only be this con- 
crete existent and not one of the many universal thoughts supposed to be 
moral commands. When politics is alleged to clash with morals and so to be 
always wrong, the doctrine propounded rests on superficial ideas about mo- 
rality, the nature of the state, and the state’s relation to the moral point of 
view. 



CONFUCT OR COMMON INTEREST? y8s 

IMMANUEL KANT 


2. Perpetual Peo/ce* 


The law of nations ought to be founded upon a federation of free states. 

Nations, as states, like individuals, if they live in a state of nature and 
without laws, by their vicinity alone commit an act of lesion. One may, in 
order to secure its own safety, require of another to establish within it a 
constitution which should guarantee to all their rights. This would be a 
federation of nations, without the people however forming one and the 
same state, the idea of a state supposing the relation of a sovereign to the 
people, of a superior to his inferiors. Now several nations, united into one 
state, would no longer form but one; which contradicts the supposition, 
the question here being of the reciprocal rights of nations, inasmuch as they 
compose a multitude of different states, which ought not to be incorporated 
into one and the same state. 

But when we see savages in their anarchy, prefer the perpetual combats 
of licentious liberty to a reasonable liberty, founded upon constitutional or- 
der, can we refrain to look down with the most profound contempt on 
this animal degradation of humanity? Must we not blush at the contempt to 
which the want of civilization reduces men? And would one not rather 
be led to think that civilized nations, each of which form a constituted state, 
would hasten to extricate themselves from an order of things so ignomini- 
ous? But what, on the contrary, do we behold? Every state placing its maj- 
esty (for it is absurd to talk of the majesty of the people) precisely in this 
independence of every constraint of any external legislation whatever. 

The sovereign places his glory in the power of disposing at his pleasure 
(without much exposing himself) of many millions of men, ever ready to 
sacrifice themselves for an object that docs not concern them. The only dif- 
ference between the savages of America and those of Europe, is, that the 
former have eaten up many a hostile tribe, whereas the latter have known 
how to make a better use of their enemies; they preserve them to augment 
the number of their subjects, that is to say, of instruments destined to more 
extensive conquests. When we consider the perverseness of human nature, 
which shews itself unveiled and unrestrained in the relations of nations 
with each other, where it is not checked, as in a state of civilization, by 
the coercive potver of the law, one may well be astonished that the word 
right has not yet been totally abolished from war-politics as a pedantic 
word, and that a state has not yet been found bold enough openly to profess 

* From Immanuel Kant, PerpetmU Peace (i795)> 
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this doctrine. For hitherto Grotius, Pufendorf, Wattel, and other useless 
and impotent defenders of the rights of nations, have been constantly cited 
in justification of war; though their code, purely philosophic or diplomatic, 
has never had the force of law, and cannot obtain it; states not being as yet 
subjected to any coercive power. There is no instance where their reasonings, 
supported by such respectable authorities, have induced a state to desist 
from its pretensions. However this homage which all states render to the 
principle of right, if even consisting only in words, is a proof of a moral 
disposition, which, though still slumbering, tends nevertheless vigorously 
to subdue in man that evil principle, of which he cannot entirely divest 
himself. For otherwise states would never pronounce the word right, when 
going to war with each other; it were then ironically, as a Gallic prince in- 
terpreted it. “It is,” said he, “the preorogative nature has given to the stronger, 
to make himself obeyed by the weaker.” 

However, the field of battle is the only tribunal before which states plead 
their cause; but victory, by gaining the suit, does not decide in favour of 
their cause. Though the treaty of peace puts an end to the present war, it does 
not abolish a state of war (a state where continually new pretenses for war 
are found); which one cannot affirm to be unjust, since being their own 
judges, they have no other means of terminating their differences. The law 
of nations cannot even force them, as the law of nature obliges individuals 
to get free from this state of war, since having already a legal constitution, 
as states, they arc secure against every foreign compulsion, which might tend 
to establish among them a more extended constitutional order. 

wSince, however, from her highest tribunal of moral legislation, reason 
without exception condemns war as a mean of right, and makes a state of 
peace an absolute duty; and since this peace cannot be effected or be guar- 
anteed without a compact among nations, they must form an alliance of a 
peculiar kind, which might be called a pacific alliance {joedtts pacificum) 
different from a treaty of peace (pactum pacts) inasmuch as it would for- 
ever terminate all wars, whereas the latter only finishes one. This alliance 
does not tend to any dominion over a state, but solely to the certain main- 
tenance of the liberty of each particular state, partaking of this association, 
without being therefore obliged to submit, like men in a state of nature, to 
the legal constraint of public force. It can be proved, that the idea of a feder- 
ation, which should insensibly extend to all states, and thus lead them to a 
perpetual peace, may be realized. For if fortune should so direct, that a 
pcf)ple as powerful as enlightened, should constitute itself into a republic 
(a government which in its nature inclines to a perpetual peace) from that 
time there would be a centre for this federative association; other states 
might adhere thereto, in order to guarantee their liberty according to the 
principles of public right; and this alliance might insensibly be extended. 

That a people should say, “There shall not be war among us; we will 
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form ourselves into a state; that is to say, we will ourselves establish a legis> 
lative, executive, and judiciary power, to decide our differences, ’’—can be 
conceived. 

But if this state should say, “There shall not be war between us and 
other states, although we do not acknowledge a supreme power, that guar- 
antees our reciprocal rights’’; upon what then can this confidence in one’s 
rights be founded, except it is upon this free federation, this supplement 
of the social compact, which reason necessarily associates with the idea of 
public right? 

The expression of law of nations, taken in a sense of right of war, presents 
properly no idea to the mind; since thereby is understood a power of de- 
ciding right, not according to universal laws, which restrain within the same 
limits all individuals, but according to partial maxims, namely, by force. 
Except one would wish to insinuate by this expression, that it is right, that 
men who admit such principles should destroy each other, and thus find 
perpetual peace only in the vast grave that swallows them and their in- 
iquities. 

At the tribunal of reason, there is but one mean of extricating states from 
this turbulent situation, in which they are constantly menaced with war; 
namely, to renounce, like individuals, the anarchic liberty of savages, in 
order to submit themselves to coercive laws, and thus form a society of na- 
tions {civitas gentium) which would insensibly embrace all the nations of 
the earth. But as the ideas which they have of the law of nations, absolutely 
prevent the realization of this plan, and make them reject in practice what 
is true in theory, there can only be substituted, to the positive idea of an 
universal republic (if all is not to be lost) the negative supplement of a 
permanent alliance, which prevents war, insensibly spreads, and stops the 
torrent of those unjust and inhuman passions, which always threaten to 
break down this fence. 


NORMAN ANGELL 
3. The Sovereign AsMotsin* 


If Europe had not formed itself or grown into sovereign nations, it would 
not be riven by international war. There might be civil war, there might 
be strife of all kinds; Europe as a unity somewhat similar to the forty-eight 

• From Norman Angell, Tie Unf<en Assassins (Hamtsh Hamilton, 193*)- By permisHon of 
Sir Norman Angell. 
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states of North America might have sacrificed things that have been worth 
all the cost of separate nationalities. That is a separate question. But if Eu- 
rope constituted one sovereignty she would not face, though she might face 
worse evils, the particular problem with which we are dealing. To repeat 
the truism already enunciated, if there were no nations, nations would not 
go to war. 

Note that the earlier part of the above proposition speaks of “sovereign” 
nations. As noted before, when this aspect came into the argument, Scotland 
and Wales are nations but they do not fight each other, nor fight England, 
ihf)ugh they did once. It is not the existence of nations, or the fact of nation- 
ality, which is the cause of war. War is due to the fact that we have attached 
to nationality the idea of independence and sovereignty: sovereignty and 
the anarchy which it necessarily implies make war. We fight each other be- 
cause each has said: 

We arc a nation; that is to say a corporate body, a personality, therefore 
each nation.d person is independent, a law unto itself, shall acknowledge 
no code regulating its relations with other similar persons. These persons 
shall live together without government, without laws, without institutions 
for their framing, their alteration or their enforcement. For if such insti- 
tutions existed those persons would not be independent or sovereign, 
they would be subject to rule, to law. 

The “therefore” of the above statement is the supreme Unseen Assassin. 
U sv,\nds for a complete non sequitur. T\\c nation makes, if you will, by 
deeply rooted jxsychological forces, a “herd,” a corporate person. But there 
,ire other such corporate bt^dics too: the church, the caste, the clan; some- 
times the trade union, the club. But they do not ask that they shall be sover- 
eign and independent; the state, and the only state; that they shall enter 
into no effective partnership with any other human organization (if part- 
ners arc completely independent of each other they are not partners), owe 
allegiance to no other human authority. 

I'he plain facts of history show that there was nothing “inevitable” — 
except in the sense that a social intelligence and discipline arc of slow 
growth — in thus attaching to one particular form of association the quality 
of complete sovereignty, in dissociating it from disciplined co-operation 
with other groups. It was often a pure accident of history that sovereignty 
became attached to some groups and not to others. 

There was a period after the revolution of the thirteen American colonies 
of Circat Britain in which it seemed exceedingly doubtful whether they 
would form a federation at all. There was nothing inevitable alx>ut their do- 
ing so. The Spanish-American colonics when they revolted did not; and 
the l.nglish-spcaking colonics might not have done so save for several for- 
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tuitous circumstances: the character and influence of this or that statesman 
amongst them, fear of the strength of the mother country. If Britain had 
been in reality a decadent state the revolted colonies would almost certainly 
have failed to hang together in order not to hang separately. 

If history had taken that turn we might as easily have had half a dozen 
nations (a French-speaking one, perhaps, on the St. Lawrence or in Lou- 
isiana; a Dutch-speaking one on the Hudson; Spanish-speaking in Califor- 
nia, etc.), just as we have a round dozen separate nations south of the 
Mexican border. We know that if such independent nations had been formed 
in what is now the United States (especially with differences of language 
and culture) they would have fought, as the independent nations which 
have resulted from the Spanish-Amcrican colonies have fought, even though 
they have no differences of language and culture. (Note in passing that the 
national characteristics, linguistic and racial, which distinguish, say, Wales 
from England, and both from Scotland, arc far greater than those which 
distinguish the Chileno and the Peruvian, or the San Salvadorian and the 
Guatemalan. Those Spanish nations having complete sovereignty fight each 
other, or face the possibility by arming against each other; the British 
nations, having only limited sovereignty, have ceased so to do.) 

Put the illustration, as already suggested, in inverse form: Imagine that at 
some stage in the development of Europe — at the breakdown, say, of the 
Western Empire— some degree of effective authority had grouped round, 
say, the Church; and the nations of Europe had become fcdcralised states, 
like those of the American Union.^ Then, though there might be civil war, 
as there has been civil war in the American Union, the problem of interna- 
tional war and that chaos in the international economic field as we know it 
to-day, would not confront us. 

Why does the claim to complete sovereignty and independence, the re- 
fusal to acknowledge allegiance to a common rule of conduct, the attempt 
of persons or corporate bodies, having multitudinous economic and social 
relations, to live without government, without appropriate social institutions, 
necessarily involve war? Though I am not going to suggest that the rules 
which govern persons should necessarily apply to nations, there are prin- 
ciples, like those of the multiplication table, for instance, to go no further, 
which must apply to both. 

If someone were to propose to John Smith that in this closely packed im- 
plex modern world of ours, with its motor-cars travelling at sixty miles 
an hour; its inevitable difference of view as to what are the best traffic rules; 
as to who is responsible in this or rhat accident; what is suitable compen- 

* Boniface VIII by a Bull claims that “all Kings, Emperors, and other Sovereigns, whoever they 
may be, are subject, like all other men, to be summoned before the Apostolic Courts, for every 
sort of cause: for we, by the permission of God. command the whole Universe.” (R. F. Wright, 
Medieval Internationalism, p. 89.) 
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sation in the event of injury; insurance laws; the necessary conflict of claims 
about property, rights of way, trespass, pollution of water, measures for their 
preservation of public health— if anyone were to suggest to him that in this 
sort of world you can do without legislative bodies, courts, police, without 
governing institutions, that is, he would regard you as insane. 

And he would not qualify the verdict at all if the proposer went on to 
explain that, since usually folk are fundamentally decent and can be relied 
upon to keep their word, the idea was to replace the complicated machinery 
of government by an undertaking on the part of everybody always to play 
fair; never to take more than they were entitled to. Smith would reply that 
the question of goodwill was hardly involved; that differences as to what 
was fair and what each was entitled to were usually quite honest differences, 
were just the point about which the quarrels arose, that rules (especially like 
those of the road with reference to driving cars) had to be kept, whatever 
the individual thought of them, and had to be enforced if he did not like 
them. Suggest to Smith that such a world can work without government, 
and he is sure you are insane. Suggest to him, however, that the closely inter- 
woven life of those national [)crsons we have been discussing, for reasons 
just as valid, need corresponding institutions of government, and he will 
equally regard you as insane. 

Yet the results of anarchy, though dissimilar in the two cases, not mani- 
fested, that is, in quite the same way, are hardly less dreadful in the second; 
as the last twenty years have shown. 

Let us note the quite simple and understandable process by which with 
mechanical inevitability the method of anarchy produces conflict. One of the 
primary impulses of man, as of any animal, is self-preservation, defence, se- 
curity. And society, government, as the substitute for anarchy, has largely 
grown up around the organisation of that function. Let us see why. 

Suppose I say: 

I will be my own defender of my own rights, as against another, by be- 
ing stronger than any who may challenge them. To allow others to come 
in and say what my rights arc, means that I shall have to do the will of 
others, not my own, which is to deprive me of independence, freedom, 
sovereignty. I shall take measures therefore to see that my view of my 
rights shall prevail. 

Very well. What is the position of that other who may disagree with my 
view of what my rights are.? 

He says: 

If you make yourself judge of a dispute in which the rights of both arc 
involved, you are judge of my rights as well as your own. Why should 
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you be judge of my rights any more than I should be judge of yours? I 

prefer the latter arrangement. 

Now that situation is bound to result in conflict because the “right” by 
which each stands involves in its very terms a denial of the other’s claim. 
Each is demanding a right for himself which he refuses to the other. , 

There can be no general defence, security, “self-preservation” under such 
a system because the defence of one deprives the other of defence; the se- 
curity of the one is the insecurity of the other; “justice” for the one means 
injustice for the other. Under such a system you could only make both se- 
cure if each were stronger than the other; each his own judge in a dispute 
where another is involved. It defies arithmetic, as it defies ethics. 

You get exactly the same result whether you begin from another angle of 
anarchy: the assertion of neutrality by members of a group. Suppose my 
fellows say: “Your security is no concern of ours. We are neutral. If anyone 
steal your property or attempt to take your life, that is not our affair.” If 
that is the attitude, then (speaking, say, as the feudal chief, or clan, or mere 
individual) I shall attempt to possess sufficient power to resist any threat to 
my security, that is to say, my rights (which means what I believe to be 
my rights). I shall try to be stronger than anyone likely to be a menace. 
That will make such a one weaker than me, put him at my mercy, though I 
refuse to be at his. In any dispute — ^any question of his rights as against 
mine — he will just have to trust to my goodwill, though I refuse to trust to 
his. He will be deprived of defence by the faa of my defence. 

Now, as a statement of principle that is just as true whether the units 
you arc speaking of are persons, families, clans, tribes, nations, or alliances. 
The multiplication table is just as valid or invalid whether you apply it to 
stars or cabbages. When a Cabinet Minister says that the surest way to get 
peace is to be stronger than your prospective enemy, he is still asking each 
of the two parties to be stronger than the other, and gaily defying arithmetic. 

Is the suggestion that such a method must end in conflict borne out by 
the event? Circumspice. 

Now, as against this method of anarchy — of each being his own defender, 
and consequently liis own judge — the whole experience of man points a 
contrary method. Its general lines are these: No one shall be judge in h>.s 
own cause, which means that he should not be his own defender. The com- 
bined power of the whole group shall be used to ensure the defence of each 
member; that is to say, the enjoyment of such rights as experience has 
shown to make for a workable and orderly co-operation at any given stage 
of a society’s development. The first right of all is the right to third-party 
judgment in a dispute with another, so that that other, party to the dispute, 
does not become its judge. There is this contrast as between the use of force 
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socially and anarchically. In a state of anarchy the power of each individual is 
used to enable him to be his own judge; under the social method the power of 
the community is used to prevent any individual being his own judge. 

These arc the issues as between the method of anarchy and the method of 
organised society whether of persons or of states. It is perfectly open to 
argue that the method which has proved feasible in the case of persons will 
not for this, that or the other reason work in the case of states. There is, alas! 
a strong case for the belief that in the latter case we are condemned to an- 
archy, and so to war because the momentum of certain traditions like the 
jingo-militarist-nationalist tradition is such as to render us incapable of the 
necessary discipline or intelligence. 

Hut It is not open to say this: “We will now have peace between nations 
by means of a properly organised society of nations. Each member of that 
society shall be neutral in any dispute between the others; the society as a 
whole shall have no responsibility for the defence of individual members; 
each shall take his own measures for defence; and each shall be independent 
and sovereign.” 

hor that is mere contradiction of terms: If each is neutral, sovereign, in- 
depcndcMit, then there can be no society. Hut that is exactly what so many of 
us, most of us, are saying, and the most serious and tragic part of it is that 
we do not see the contradiction. 

We know by the commonest experience of everyday life— in business, in 
every form of personal dispute — that we should be brought to deadlock if 
we began on the assumption that each party could be trusted to be his own 
judge. Still less could we trust that judgment if the parly exercising it had 
unc|uestioncd preponderance of power over the other. We are aware that 
the acceptance of the principle of third-party judgment, when we come to 
contentious matters, is the only possible basis of peace; that even that cannot 
operate until there is some agreement as to “what is right”; that the whole 
process is dependent upon a certain apparatus — law making, law interpret- 
ing, law enforcing— and that without that apparatus the mere goodwill of 
each party would be hopelessly inadequate. We are perfectly aware that the 
breakdown of the institutions would be simply equivalent to the breakdown 
of civilisation, of peace; that always indeed have the two things been coinci- 
dent. A round score of ancient civilisations broke down, because their insti- 
tutions collapsed under some strain: the one collapse involved the other. 

Yet this commonplace experience of daily life is not by popular judgment 
applied to the field of international policies at all. We genuinely care for 
^ace; are deeply apprehensive about the recurrence of war. But, speaking 
broadly, we arc quite indifferent about the creation of institutions, for the 
simple reason that we do not see the relation between the maintenance of 
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peace and the difficult, hazardous and easily defeated task of building up 
a world society. 

The important thing which emerges is this: We do not aj ply the plain 
lessons of daily life to the task of that ending of war we all desire. In what 
has just been written there is an implied condemnation of educational 
method. Some of our educationalists are genuinely disturbed about what 
they arc apt to call our lack of knowledge of foreign countries, and propose 
to remedy it by imparting information bearing on the lives of peoples 
other than our own. We are assured that international understanding 
would be promoted by knowing other nations better. I doubt it. The bitter- 
est quarrels — like the religious conflicts of India and Ireland — are between 
communities that live in the same street, live all their lives in close contact 
and know each other very well indeed. It is the understanding of the neces- 
sary principles of just and peaceful human relationship that is needed. The 
facts which bear on that are available to us all, inherent in the commonest 
problems of our personal contact. We do not need to know any more facts 
about remote peoples, whether about Esquimaux or the Nestorians. We need 
to realise the meaning in social principle of the facts we already know. 
And the way in which education has taught us to think about human so- 
ciety is such that we fail to apply at points where most needed, to the solu* 
tion of our gravest and most urgent problems, principles which emerge 
most obviously from the facts of daily life. 

We have dealt so far with one perfectly understandable social principle. 
Let us take two others, just as simple, and closely related to it, and which 
reveal in popular understanding the same contradictions, the same non 
sequiturs, the same failure to apply the commonest experience of one situ- 
ation to another only slightly less familiar. 

No argument is so readily used by the ordinary voter as an excuse for his 
inertia or indifference in the matter of international institutions, for his re- 
fusal, that is, to deal with the problem of international anarchy, as he has 
dealt with anarchy elsewhere, as this argument: You will never get over 
human nature. Man, he will tell you, is, by the very law of his being, a fight- 
ing animal; pugnacious, inherently unreasonable, one-sided, passionate. . . . 
If I have heard this argument once, I have heard it a thousand times. It 
is usually presented as the final, complete, unanswerable case against inter- 
national action towards peace, against such efforts as the League. 

Yet this fact of man’s anti-social instincts is, of course, the final and fun- 
damental case for the League, not against. If human nature were perfect, if 
men were naturally other-minded, always ready to see the other’s point of 
view, never likely to lose their tempers, then certainly we should not need 
the League, international institutions. But neither should we need most of 
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our national institutions. They are the means by which we cope with the 
imperfections of human nature; that imperfection is the reason for the in- 
stitutions. Yet the educated man who invokes the human nature argument 
against international institutions, daily thinks of it as the supreme argument 
jor national institutions. Say to him: men arc quarrelsome, avaricious, one- 
sided, quite incapable of judging their own case, therefore let us abolish 
the courts and have no laws, and he will see the inconsequence in a mo- 
ment. Yet suggest that he should c.stablish corresponding institutions for 
nations and he deems it an adequate reply to declare that nations are quar- 
relsome, avaricious, one-sided, quite incapable of being their own judge. 
He goes his life through without seeing that that fact which he uses for one 
conclusion in a familiar situation, he uses for an exactly opposite conclusion 
in a slightly less famdiar situation, and only so turns it upside down because 
the second situation is less familiar. 

Hut what shall we say of education for society which produces in the mass 
of men that degree of understanding of the world in which they live, that 
much of capacity for using known fact to frame social judgments.^ 

Or take an equally simple instance of elementary confusion touching the 
piinciples by which society functions. Constantly one hears the argument: 
A nation’s army or navy is its policeman; armies and navies exist for the 
same reason that the jxdicc force exists. A favourite plea rd the plain man. 

Yet it might occur to him that police ff)rccs are iu)t organised to fight 
each other, and that armies are. National armies as we now know them 
are organised for a purpose which ultimately, and broadly is the exact re- 
verse of the purpose for which police are organised, since, in the last analysis, 
armies arc (as we have seen) forces behind rival litigants, and the police is 
the force l)chind the judge. The police represent the combined power of the 
whole community (of persons) used to ensure to each member of that com- 
munity his agreed rights under the law, and as part of the process, to re- 
strain any member from using his individual force to be his own judge. If 
in a dispute with my neighbour about a right of way, I break down his 
fence to defend what I regard as my right, and invade what he regards as 
his property, he will invoke the police, who will restrain me from being my 
own defender, since, if 1 had that right of defence, 1 should be my own 
judge, and deny by that fact a similar right to him. The whole ultimate 
purpose of the police is to restrain me from using my power in that way. 
The community has assumed the obligation of my defence. But the nation 
which says: We will retain force in the shape of an army or navy powerful 
enough to resist anyone likely to challenge its power; but that force shall 
not be part of the |X)wcr of the community (of nations) pledged to defend 
each meml)cr, but a tool enabling us to be our own defender, which means 
in the last resort, our own judge — ^ihat nation has obviously repudiated 
the police method. 
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The object of an army or navy is to enable the individu?) to impose its 
individual will; the object of the police is to restrain that individual from 
imposing his will. The police method is to make the defence of the individ- 
ual the obligation of the whole community; the method of armies and navies 
as they now exist rejects that in favour of each defending himself. One is a 
social instrument; the other is an instrument of anarchy; the one depends 
upon competition of power, “each being stronger than the other”; the other 
upon pooled power, the co-operation of the whole in the maintenance of 
agreed rights. The two methods are plainly mutually exclusive. Yet all my 
life I have heard from educated men the weary phrase about needing armies 
for the same reason that we need police. 

Whether every stage or phase of the preceding argument touching what 
I have called the mechanism of society be valid or not, is not for the mf)ment 
in question. The point is that, at a juncture when the maintenance of civi- 
lisation depends upon a relatively simple and logical development in the or- 
ganisation of society, education has not equipped the public mind even to 
the extent of enabling it to grasp the elements of the argument, the simplest 
of the issues involved. 

The implications are unfamiliar to the mass of ordinary men, to the schol- 
ars turned out by our .schools. It is not that they are familiar with the argu- 
ments, have applied them to the problems in hand and rejected them as 
invalid. I say without any hesitation, on the basis of the rather special experi- 
ence of having argued the internationalist case during thirty years, in sev- 
eral countries, that the mass of ordinary men who form our voters, have 
not been led to think about the necessary mechanism of society, or to think 
of society as having a necessary mechanism at all; or to think about the 
nature of society; or to be conscious that there is such a thing as a definitely 
organised society. They have learned a number of rules of conduct, and 
have accepted them, usually as an entirely arbitrary code; the reason for 
them in terms of social welfare is for the most part entirely disregarded. 

If John Smith made a case for anarchy, or a case (such as that made before 
the war by certain political philosophers in Germany) for the establi.shment 
of order in the world by the ultimate domination of one national state, 
one would feel that though his education had made him a bad reasoner, it 
had at least turned his mind to dealing with the nature of the social universe 
in which he lived, and his relation thereto. But you will find the modern 
European asserting such principles as an absolutist nationalism because his 
education simply has not related that thing to the needs of organised society 
at all. 



796 FROM NATIONAUSM TO WORLD ORDER 


E. H. CARR 


4. Utopia and Reality: A Conservative View* 


The antithesis of utopia and reality — a balance always swinging towards 
and away from equilibrium and never completely attaining it — is a funda- 
mental antithesis revealing itself in many forms of thought. The two meth- 
ods of approach — the inclination to ignore what was and what is in con- 
templation of what should be, and the inclination to deduce what should 
be from what was and what is — determine opposite attitudes towards every 
political problem. “It is the eternal dispute,” as Albert Sorel puts it, “between 
those who imagine the world to suit their policy, and those who arrange 
their policy to suit the realities of the world.” ’ It may be suggestive to 
elaborate this antithesis before proceeding to an examination of the current 
crisis of international politics. 


FREE WILL AND DETERMINISM 


The antithesis of utopia and reality can in some aspects be identiBed with 
the antithesis of bree Will and Determinism. The utopian is necessarily 
voluntarist: he believes in the (possibility of more or less radically rejecting 
reality, and substituting his uto()ia for it by an act of will. The realist analy- 
ses a ('redetermined course of development w'hich he is powerless to change. 
For the realist, ()hiloso(phy, in the famous words of Hegel’s preface to his 
Philosophy of Right, always “comes too late” to change the world. By means 
of philosophy, the old order “cannot be rejuvenated, but only known.” The 
utopian, fixing his eyes on the future, thinks in terms of creative spon- 
taneity: the realist, rooted in the past, in terms of causality. All healthy 
human action, and therefore all healthy thought, must establish a balance 
between utopia and reality, between free woll and determinism. The com- 
plete realist, unconditionally acce(Pting the causal sequence of events, de- 
prives himself of the (Possibility of changing reality. The complete utopian, 
by rejecting the causal sequence, deprives himself of the (Possibility of un- 
derstanding either the reality which he is seeking to change or the processes 
by which it can be changed. The characteristic vice of the utopian is naivety; 
of the realist, sterility.”* 


•From E. H. Carr, The Twenty Years' Crisis {19^9). By permission of The Macmillan Com- 
pany, publishers. 

A. Sorel. L’Europe et la Revolution Franfoise, p. 474. 

'The psvcholoRist may be interested to trace here an analogy— it would be dangerous to treat 
It as more lunff * classification of psychological types as “introverted” and “extraverted” 

(lung. Iswhological Types) or William James's pairs of opposites; Rationalist-Empiricist, Intel- 
lecfuabst St-nsanonalist. Idealist-Materialist. Optimistic-Pessimistic. Religious-Irreligious, Free- 
w.lbsi f.fabsru-. Monist.c- Pluralistic. Dogmatical-Sceptical (W. James, Pragmatism) 
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THEORY AND PRACTICE 

The antithesis of utopia and reality also coincides with the antithesis of 
theory and practice. The utopian makes political theory a norm to which 
political practice ought to conform. The realist regards political theory as a 
sort of codification of political practice. The relationship of theory and prac-r 
ticc has come to be recognized in recent years as one of the central problems 
of political thought. Both the utopian and the realist distort this relation- 
ship. The utopian, purporting to recognize the interdependence of purpose 
and fact, treats purpose as if it were the only relevant fact, and constantly 
couches optative propositions in the indicative mood. The American Dec- 
laration of Independence maintains that “all men are created Equal,” Mr. 
Litvinov that “peace is indivisible,” ® and Sir Norman Angell that “the bio- 
logical division of mankind into independent warring states” is a “scientific 
ineptitude.” * Yet it is a matter of common observation that all men are not 
born equal even in the United States, and that the Soviet Union can remain 
at peace while its neighbours are at war; and we should probably think little 
of a zoologist who described a man-eating tiger as a “scientific ineptitude.” 
These propositions are items in a political programme disguised as state- 
ments of fact;® and the utopian inhabits a dream-world of such “facts,” remote 
from the world of reality where quite contrary facts may be observed. The 
realist has no difficulty in perceiving that these utopian propositions are not 
facts but aspirations, and belong to the optative not to the indicative mood; 
and he goes on to shew that, considered as aspirations, they arc not a priori 
propositions, but are rooted in the world of reality in a way which the 
utopian altogether fails to understand. Thus for the realist, the equality of 
man is the ideology of the under-privileged seeking to raise themselves to the 
level of the privileged; the indivisibility of peace the ideology of states which, 
being particularly exposed to attack, are eager to establish the principle that 
an attack on them is a matter of concern to other states more fortunately 
situated;® the ineptitude of sovereign states the ideology of predominant 
Powers which find the sovereignty of other states a barrier to the enjoyment 
of their own predominant position. This exposure of the hidden foundations 
of utopian theory is a necessary preliminary to any serious political science. 
But the realist, in denying any a priori quality to political theories, and in 
•> 

* League of Nations: Sixteenth Assembly, p. 72. 

* Angell, The Great Illusion, p. 138. 

* Similarly, Marx's theory of surplus value has, in the words of a sympathetic critic, “rather 
the significance of a political and social slogan than of an economic truth" (M. Beer, The Life 
and Teaching of Karl Marx. p. 129). 

* Having discovered that other states were perhaps more open to attack than themselves, the 
Soviet authorities in May 1939 dismissed Mr. Litvinov and ceased to talk about the indivisibility 
of peace, 
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proving them to be rooted in practice, falls easily into a determinism 
which argues that theory, being nothing more than a rationalisation of con- 
ditioned and predetermined purpose, is a pure excrescence and impotent to 
alter the course of events. While therefore the utopian treats purpose as the 
sole ultimate fact, the realist runs the risk of treating purpose merely as the 
mechanical product of other facts. If we recognize that this mechanisation 
of human will and human aspiration is untenable and intolerable, then we 
must recognise that theory, as it develops out of practice and develops into 
practice, plays its own transforming role in the process. The political process 
does not consist, as the realist believes, purely in a succession of phenomena 
governed by mechanical laws of causation; nor does it consist, as the utopian 
believes, purely in the application to practice of certain theoretical truths 
evolved out of their inner consciousness by wise and far-seeing people. Polit- 
ical science must be based tin a recognition of the interdependence of theory 
and practice, which can be attained only through a combination of utopia 
and reality. 

LEFT AND RIGHT 

The antithesis of utopia and reality, and of theory and practice, further 
reproduces itself in the antithesis of radical and conservative, of Left and 
Right, though it would be rash to assume that parties carrying these labels 
always represent these underlying tendencic.s. The radical is necessarily 
utoj)ian, and the conservative realist. The intellectual, the man of theory, 
will gravitate towards the Left just as naturally as the bureaucrat, the man 
of practice, will gravitate towards the Right. Hence the Right is weak in 
theory, and siilTers through its inaccessibility to ideas. The characteristic 
weakness of the Left is failure to translate its theory into practice — a failure 
for which it is apt to blame the bureaucrats, but which i» inherent in its 
uto[)ian character. “The Left has reason {Vernunjt)y the Right has wisdom 
{Verstand)^' wrote the N.izi philosopher, Moeller van den Bruck.^ From 
the days of Burke onwards, English conservatives have always strongly 
denied the possibility of deducing political practice by a logical process from 
political theory. “'Eo follow the syllogism alone is a short cut to the bottom- 
less pit," says Lord Baldwin’’— a phrase which may suggest that he prac- 
tises as well as preaches abstention from rigorously logical modes of thought. 
Mr. ('luirchill iefu.ses to believe that ‘‘extravagant logic in doctrine” appeals 
U) the British elector.” But the clearest recent definition of the different atti- 
tudes ol Right and Left towards foreign policy ct)mcs from a speech made 
in the House of Commons by Mr. Neville Chamberlain in answer to a 
Labour critic; 

^ Min'llcr \an tlt n Rruck. Das Dritte Reich (3rd ed.), p. 257. 

* Rjldwin, Om Rutland, p. 153. 

* Wmstou Chuichill. Stef' h\ Step, p. 147. 
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What docs the hon. Member mean by foreign policy ? You can lay down 
sound and general propositions. You can say that your foreign policy is to 
maintain peace; you can say that it is to protect British interests, you can 
say that it is to use your influence, such as it is, on behalf of the right 
against the wrong, as far as you can tell the right from the wrong. You 
can lay down all these general principles, but that is not a policy. Surely, 
if you are to have a policy you must take the particular situations and 
consider what action or inaction is suitable for those particular situations. 
That is what I myself mean by policy, and it is quite clear that as the 
situations and conditions in foreign affairs continually change from day 
to day, your policy cannot be stated once and for all, if it is to be applica- 
ble to every situation that arises.^® 

The intellectual superiority of the Left is seldom in doubt. The Left alone 
thinks out principles of political action and evolves ideals for statesmen to 
aim at. But it lacks practical experience which comes from close contact with 
reality. In Great Britain since the War, it has been a serious misfortune that 
the Left, having enjoyed office for negligible periods, has had little experi- 
ence of administrative realities and has become more and more a party of 
pure theory, while the Right, having spent so little time in opposition, has 
had few temptations to pit the perfection of theory against the imperfec- 
tions of practice. It is significant that intellectuals have come to play a more 
and more predominant part in the counsels of the British Left, and that the 
latter was recently taunted by the Prime Minister with “repeating clichSs 
and phrases and tags which once may have had some significance but have 
none today,” and with being ready to “walk into any trap if it is only baited 
with a familiar catchword”*' — the characteristic vices of the intellectual in 
politics. In Soviet Russia, the group in power is more and more discarding 
theory in favour of practice as it loses the memory of its revolutionary origin. 
History everywhere shews that, when Left parties or politicians are brought 
into contact with reality through the assumption of political office, they tend 
to abandon their “doctrinaire” utopianism and move towards the Right, 
often retaining their Left labels and thereby adding to the confusion of polit- 
ical terminology. 


ETHICS AND POLITICS 

Most fundamental of all, the antithesis of utopia and reality is rooted in 
a different conception of the relationship of politics and ethics. The antith- 
esis between the world of value and the world of nature, already implicit 
in the dichotomy of purpose and fact, is deeply embedded in the human 

** House of Commons, October ai, 1937, reprinted in N. Chamberlain, The Struggle for 
Peace, p. 33. 

“House of Commons, February aa, and October 6, 1938, reprinted in N. Chamberlain, The 
Struggle for Peace, pp. 100, 3a3. 



8oo FROM NATIONALISM TO WORLD ORDER 

consciousness and in political thought. The utopian sets up an ethical stand- 
ard which purports to be independent of politics, and seeks to 'make politics 
conform to it. The realist cannot logically accept any standard of value 
save that of fact. In his view, the absolute standard of the utopian is con- 
ditioned and dictated by the social order, and is therefore political. Morality 
can only be relative, not universal. Ethics must be interpreted in terms of 
politics; and the search for an ethical norm outside politics is doomed to 
frustration. The identification of the supreme reality with the supreme good, 
which Christianity achieves by a bold stroke of dogmatism, is achieved by 
the realist through the assumption that there is no good other than the 
acceptance and understanding of reality. 

These implications of the opposition between utopia and reality will 
emerge clearly from a more detailed study of the present crisis in interna- 
tional politics. 

THE REALIST CRITIQUE OF THE HARMONY OF INTERESTS 

The doctrine of the harmony of interests yields readily to analysis in 
terms of this principle. It is the natural assumption of a prosperous and 
privileged class, whose members have a dominant voice in the community 
and arc therefore naturally prone to identify its interest with their own. In 
virtue of this identification, any assailant of the interests of the dominant 
group is made to incur the odium of assailing the alleged common interest 
of the whole community, and is told that in making this assault he is at- 
tacking his own higher interests. The doctrine of the harmony of interests 
thus serves as an ingenious moral device invoked, in perfect sincerity, by 
privileged groups in order to justify and maintain their dominant position. 
But a further point requires notice. The supremacy within the community 
of the privileged group may be, and often is, so overwhelming that there 
is, in fact, a sense in which its interests are those of the community, since 
its well-being necessarily carries with it some measure of well-being for 
other members of the community, and its collapse would entail the collapse 
of the community as a whole. In so far, therefore, as the alleged natural 
harmony of interests has any reality, it is created by the overwhelming power 
of the privileged group, and is an excellent illustration of the Machiavellian 
maxim that morality is the product of power. A few examples will make this 
analysis of the doctrine of the harmony of interests clear. 

In the nineteenth century, the British manufacturer or merchant, having 
discovered that laissez-faire promoted his own prosperity, was sincerely con- 
vinced that it also promoted British prosperity as a whole. Nor was this 
alleged harmony of interests between himself and the community entirely 
fictitious. The predominance of the manufacturer and the merchant was so 
overwhelming that there was a sense in which an identity between their 
prosperity and British prosperity as a whole could be correctly asserted. 
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From this it was only a short step to argue that a worker on strike, in dam- 
aging the prosperity of the British manufacturer, was damaging British 
prosperity as a whole, and thereby damaging his own, so that he could be 
plausibly denounced by the predecessors of Professor To\ nbee as immoral 
and by the predecessors of Professor Zimmern as muddle-headed. Moreover, 
there was a sense in which this argument was perfectly correct. Neverthe- 
less, the doctrine of the harmony of interests and of solidarity between the 
classes must have seemed a bitter mockery to the under-privileged worker, 
whose inferior status and insignificant stake in “British prosperity” were 
consecrated by it; and presently he was strong enough to force the abandon- 
ment of laissez-faire and the substitution for it of the “social service state,” 
which implicitly denies the natural harmony of interests and sets out to cre- 
ate a new harmony of artificial means. 

The same analysis may be applied in international relations. British nine- 
teenth-century statesmen, having discovered that free trade promoted British 
prosperity, were sincerely convinced that, in doing so, it also promoted the 
prosperity of the world as a whole. British predominance in world trade 
was at that time so overwhelming that there was a certain undeniable har- 
mony between British interests and the interests of the world. British pros- 
perity flowed over into other countries, and a British economic collapse 
would have meant world-wide ruin. British free traders could and did argue 
that protectionist countries were not only egotistically damaging the pros- 
perity of the world as a whole, but were stupidly damaging their own, so 
that their behaviour was both immoral and muddle-headed. In British eyes, 
it was irrefutably proved that international trade was a single whole, and 
flourished or slumped together. Nevertheless, this alleged international har- 
mony of interests seemed a mockery to those under-privileged nations whose 
inferior status and insignificant slake in international trade were consecrated 
by it. The revolt against it destroyed that overwhelming British prepon- 
derance which had provided a plausible basis for the theory. Economically, 
Great Britain in the nineteenth century was dominant enough to make a 
bold bid to impose on the world her own conception of international eco- 
nomic morality. Now that competition of all against all has replaced the 
domination of the world market by a single Power, conceptions of interna- 
tional economic morality have necessarily become chaotic. 

Politically, the alleged community of interest in the maintenance of peace, 
whose ambiguous character has already been discussed, is capitalized in the 
same way by a dominant nation or group of nations. Just as the ruling class 
in a community prays for domestic peace, which guarantees its own security 
and predominance, and denounces class-war, which might threaten them, 
so international peace becomes a special vested interest of predominant 
Powers. In the past, Roman and British imperialism were commended to 
the world in the guise of the pax Romana and the pax Britannica. To-day, 
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when no single Power is strong enough to dominate the world, and suprem- 
acy is vested in a group of nations, slogans like “collective security and 
“resistance to aggression” serve the same purpose of proclaiming an identity 
of interest between the dominant group and the world as a whole in the 
maintenance of peace. Moreover, as in the examples we have just considered, 
so long as the supremacy of the dominant group is sufficiently great, there 
IS a sense in which this identity of interests exists. “England,” wrote a Ger- 
man professor shortly after the War, “is the solitary Power with a national 
programme which, while egotistic through and through, at the same time 
promises to the world something which the world passionately desires: 
order, pnjgress and eternal peace.” Even to-day, if Great Britain and 
France went to war with Germany and Italy, the defeat of Great Britain 
and France by Clermany and Italy would produce a far more tremendous 
unheaval throughout the world than the defeat of Germany and Italy by 
Great Britain and France; and the sympathies of all those countries which 
felt that they had something to lose would, other things being equal, be in- 
stinctively ranged on the Franco-British side. When Mr. Churchill declares 
that “the fortunes of the British Empire and its glory are inseparably inter- 
woven with the fortunes of the world,” this statement has precisely the 
same foundation in fact as the statement that the prosperity of British man- 
ufacturers in the nineteenth century was inseparably interwoven with British 
prosperity as a whole. Moreover, the purpose of the statements is precisely 
the same, namely to establish the principle that the defence of the British 
Empire, or the prosperity of the British manufacturer, is a matter of com- 
mon interest to the whole community, and that anyone who attacks it is 
therefore either immoral or muddle-headed. It is a familiar tactic of the 
privileged to throw moral discredit on the under-privileged by depicting 
them as disturbers of the peace; and this tactic is as readily applied inter- 
nationally as within the national community. “International law and order,” 
writes Professor Toynbee of a recent crisis, “were in the true interests of 
the whole of mankind . . . whereas the desire to perpetuate the reign of 
violence in international affairs was an anti-social desire which was not even 
in the ultimate interests of the citizens of the handful of states that officially 
professed this benighted and anachronistic creed.” This is precisely the 
argument, compounded of platitude and falsehood in about equal parts, 
which did duty in every strike in the early days of the British and American 
Labour movements. It was common form for employers, supported by the 
whole capitalist press, to denounce the “anti-social” attitude of trade union 
leaders, to accuse them of attacking law and order and of introducing “the 
reign of violence,” and to declare that “true” and “ultimate” interests of the 

’*Dibelius, Fngland. p. 109. 

'* Winston Churchill, Arms and the Covenant, p. 172. 

'*Tovnb<c. Survey of International Affairs, 1935, ii. p. 46. 
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workers lay in peaceful co-operation with the employers.^® In the field of 
social relations, the disingenuous character of this argument lias long been 
recognised. But just as the threat of class- war by the proletarian is “a natural 
cynical reaction to the sentimental and dishonest efforts of the privileged 
classes to obscure the conflict of interest between classes by a constant em- 
phasis on the minimum interests which they have in common,” so the 
war-mongering of the dissatisfied Powers is the “natural, cynical reaction” 
to the sentimental and dishonest platitudinising of the satisfied Powers on 
the common interest in peace. When Herr Hitler refuses to believe “that God 
has permitted some nations first to acquire a world by force and then to 
defend this robbery with moralising theories,” we have an authentic echo 
of the Marxist denial of a community of interest between “haves” and “have- 
nots,” of the Marxist exposure of the interested character of “bourgeois mo- 
rality,” and of the Marxist demand for the expropriation of the expropriators. 

The crisis of September 1938 demonstrated in a striking way the political 
implications of the assertion of a common interest in peace. When Briand 
proclai|Ticd that “peace comes before all,” or Mr.* Eden that “there is no dis- 
pute which cannot be settled by peaceful means,” the assumption under- 
lying these platitudes was that, so long as peace was maintained, no changes 
distasteful to France or Great Britain could be made in the status quo. In 
the crisis, France and Great Britain were trapped by the slogans which they 
themselves had used in the past to discredit the dissatisfied Powers, and 
Germany had become sufficiently dominant (as France and Great Britain 
had hitherto been) to turn the desire for peace to her own advantage. Since 
the Munich Agreement, a significant change has occurred in the attitude 
of the German and Italian dictators. Herr Hitler eagerly depicts Ciermany 
as a bulwark of peace menaced by war-mongering democracies. The League 
of Nations, he declared in his Reichstag speech of April 28, 1938, is a “stirrer 
up of trouble,” and collective security means “continuous danger of war.” 
Signor Mussolini in a recent speech at Turin borrowed the British formula 
afc^ut the possibility of settling all international disputes by peaceful means, 
and declared that “there arc not in Europe at present problems so big and 
so active as to justify a war which from a European conflict would naturally 
become universal.” It would be a mistake to dismiss such utterances as 
hypocritical. They arc symptoms that Germany and Italy are already looking 
forward to the time when, as dominant Powers, they will acquire the vested 

““Pray earnestly that right may triumph,” said the representative of the Philadelphia coalx 
owners in an early strike organized by the United Mine Workers, “remembering that the Lord 
God Omnipotent still reigns, and that His reign is one of law and order, and not of violence 
and crime" (H. F. Pringle, Theodore Roosevelt, p. 267). 

“R. Niebuhr, Morsd Man and Immoral Society, p. 153. 

“Speech in the Reichstag, January 30, 1939. 

“ League of Nations: Eighteenth Assembly, p. 63. 

“TAe Times, May 15, I91P- 
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interest in peace recently enjoyed by Great Britain and France, and be able 
to pillory the democratic countries as enemies of peace. These developments 
make it easier than it would perhaps have been a few years ago for an Eng* 
lishman to appreciate Halcvy’s subtle observation that “propaganda against 
war is itself a form of war propaganda.”*® 

THE REALIST CRITIQUE OF INTERNATIONALISM 

The concept of internationalism is a special form of the doctrine of the 
harmony of interests. It yields to the same analysis; and there are the same 
difficulties about regarding it as an absolute standard independent of the 
interests and policies of those who promulgate it. “Cosmopolitanism,” wrote 
Sun Yat-sen, “is the same thing as ('hina’s theory of world empire two 
thousand years ago. . . . China once wanted to be sovereign lord of the 
earth and to stand above every other nation, so she espoused cosmopolitan- 
ism.”"' In the fiigypt of the Eighteenth Dynasty, according to Dr. Freud, 
“imperialism was reflected in religion as universality and monotheism.”** 
The tloctrinc of a single world-state, propagated by the Roman Empire and 
latei l)y the (\itholic ('hurch, was the symliol of a claim to universal domin- 
ion. Modern internationalism has its genesis in seventeenth- and eighteenth- 
century I'rance, during which French hegemony in Europe was at its height. 
I’his was the period which produced Sully’s Grand Dessin and the Abbe 
.Saiitt Pierre’s Projet tie Paix Perpctuetle (both plans to perpetuate an inter- 
nation.il itatus quo favourable to the French monarchy), which saw the 
birth of the humanitarian and cosmopolitan doctrines of “the Knlighten- 
meiu," .uul wliich established French as the universal language of educated 
people, hi the next century, the leadership passed to Great Britain, which 
became the home of internationalism. On the eve of the Great Exhibition of 
1851 which, more than any other single event, established Great Britain’s 
title to world supremacy, the I^rincc Consort spoke movingly of “that great 
end to which . . . all history points — the realisation of the unity of man- 
kind" ;*■' and I’ennyson hymned “the parliament of man, the federation of 
the world." France chose the moment of her greatest supremacy in post- 
war Europe to launch a plan of “European Union”; and Japan at the present 
time is developing an ambition to proclaim herself the leader of a united 
Asia. It is symptomatic of the growing international predominance of the 
Unitcil States that widespread popularity should recently have been enjoyed 
by the book of an American journalist adv(Kating a world union of democ- 
racies, in which the United States would play the predominant role.** 

“Halfvs. J of the English People in 18951905 (Engl, transl.), i. Intruduction, p. xi. 

■■ Sun Yat-sen, Sun Mtn Chu I (Engl, transl.), pp. 68-9. 

^Sigmun*! Frcutl. Moses and Monotheism, p. 36. 

* T. Martin. Ijfe of the Prince Consort, iii. p. ^47. 

** Clarence Stmt, Union Now. 



CONFLICT OR COMMON INTEREST? 805 

Just as picas for national solidarity” in domestic politics always come 
from a dominant group which can use this solidarity to strengthen its own 
control over the nation as a whole, so pleas for international solidarity and 
world union come from those dominant nations which niay hope to exer- 
cise control over a unified world. Countries which are struggling to force 
their way into the dominant group naturally tend to invoke nationalism 
against the internationalism of the controlling Powers. In the sixteenth cen- 
tury, England opposed her nascent nationalism to the internationalism of 
the Papacy and the Empire. Since the beginning of the nineteenth century, 
Germany has opposed her nascent nationalism to the internationalism first 
of France, then of Great Britain. This circumstance has made her imper- 
vious to those universalist and humanitarian doctrines which were popular 
in eighteenth-century France and nineteenth-century Britain; and her hos- 
tility to internationalism has been further aggravated since 1919, when Great 
Britain and France endeavoured to create' a new “international order” as a 
bulwark of their own predominance. “By ‘international,’” wrote a recent 
German correspondent in The Times, “we have come to understand a con- 
ception that places other nations at an advantage over our own.” Never- 
theless, there is little doubt that Germany, if she became supreme in Europe, 
would adopt international slogans and establish some kind of international 
organisation to bolster up her power. A British Labour ex-Minister recently 
advocated the suppression of Article 16 of the Covenant of the League of 
Nations on the unexpected ground that the totalitarian states might some 
day capture the League and invoke that article to justify the use of force 
by themselves.^® Though it seems unlikely that Germany or Italy would 
resort to the existing machinery of the League of Nations, the anticipation 
was, in principle, a shrewd one. There are already signs of the development 
of the Anti-Comintern Pact into some form of international organisation. 
“The Anti-Comintern Pact,” said Herr Hitler in the Reichstag on January 
30, 1939, “will perhaps one day become the crystallisation point of a group 
of Powers whose ultimate aim is none other than to eliminate the menace 
to the peace and culture of the world instigated by a satanic apparition.” 
“Either Europe must achieve solidarity,” remarked an Italian journal about 
the same time “or the ‘axis’ will impose it.” “Europe in its entirety,” says 
Dr. Goebbels, “is adopting a new order and a new orientation under the 
intellectual leadership of National Socialist Germany and Fascist Italy.”®® 
This is the symptom not of a change of heart, but of the fact that Germany 
and Italy are now approaching the time when they may become strong 

*Dr. FitzRandolph, The Times, November 5, 1938. 

“Lord Marley in the House of Lords, November 30, 1938; Official Report, col. 258. 

“ Relazioni Internazionali, quoted in The Times. December 5, 1938. 

^Vdlkischer Beobachter. April i, 1939. 
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enough to espouse internationalism. “International order,” and “international 
solidarity” will always be slogans of those who feel strong enough to impose 

them on others. ... 

The exposure of the real basis of the professedly abstract principles com- 
monly invoked in international politics is the most damning and most con- 
vincing part of the realist indictment of utopianism. The nature of the 
charge is frequently misunderstood by those who seek to refute it. The 
charge is not that human beings fail to live up to their principles. It matters 
little that Wilson, who thought that the right was more precious than peace, 
and Briand, who thought that peace came even before justice, and Mr. Eden, 
who believed in collective security, failed themselves, or failed to induce their 
countrymen, to apply these principles consistently. What matters is that these 
supposedly absolute and universal principles were not principles at all, but 
the unconscious reflexions of national policy based on a particular interpreta- 
tion of national interest at a particular time. There is a sense in which peace 
and co-operation between nations or classes or individuals is a common and 
universal end irrespective of conflicting interests and politics. There is a sense 
in which a common interest exists in the maintenance of order, whether it be 
international order or “law and order” within the nation. But as soon as the 
attempt is made to apply these supposedly abstract principles to a concrete 
political situation, they are revealed as the transparent disguises of selfish 
and vested interests. The bankruptcy of atopianism resides nor in its failure 
to live up to its principles, but in the exposure of its inability to provide any 
absolute and disinterested standard for the conduct of international affairs. 
The utopian of to-day, faced by the collapse of standards whose interested 
character he has failed to penetrate, takes refuge in condemnation of a reality 
which refuses to conform to these standards. A passage penned by the Ger- 
man historian Meinecke immediately after the War is the best judgment by 
anticipation of the role of utopianism in the international politics of the post- 
war period: 

The profound defect of the Western, natural-law type of thought was 
that, when applied to the real life of the state, it remained a dead letter, 
did not penetrate the consciousness of statesmen, did not hinder the mod- 
ern hypertrophy of state interest, and so led either to aimless complaints 
and doctrinaire suppositions or else to inner falsehood and cant.*® 

These “aimless complaints,” these “doctrinaire suppositions,” this “inner 
falsehood and cant” will be familiar to all those who have studied what has 
been written about international politics in English-speaking countries dure 
ing the past few years. 

* Meinecke, StaatsrHson, p. 533, 
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LEONARD WOOLF 

5. Utopia attd Reality: A Liberal ApprmBol* 


Wc arc living through a period in which the use of power, force, or vio- 
lence is playing a predominant part in human society. The phenomenon is 
not confined to the relations between states; it can be observed within states 
in the relation between government and individuals and between individual 
and individual. Societies and historical periods have differed widely in their 
organization of power and in the way in which force or violence has been 
applied to human relations. Until comparatively recent times it was com- 
monly held that the communal control of power and the elimination of 
force or violence from human and social relations were important elements 
in civilization. It was even believed that these views were not merely utopian 
aspirations, but had in many cases been translated into historical facts. In 
the 19th century the potential power of a physically strong man to impose 
his will upon a physically weak man had in most places been rendered in- 
operative by social organization. By similar methods the potential power of 
the man with a club, an axe, or an automatic pistol had also been rendered 
inoperative. The power of kings over their subjects, of aristocrats over com- 
moners, of men over women, of governments over citizens, of employers 
over employed had often, it seemed, been eliminated or modified. Most peo- 
ple believed that it was possible not only to control or modify the use of 
power, but also that of violence, and to do so effectively for an intelligent 
purpose. It seemed to be undeniable that the use of torture and flogging as 
methods of “doing justice” had been abolished in soine places, that in others 
it was no longer possible for a man to be hanged for stealing a sheep or a few 
pence, and that in others the utopian idea of abolishing the death penalty 
had been adopted without apparently increasing the number of murderers 
or of their victims. 

In the nineteenth century the control of the use of power and the efforts 
to eliminate force and violence from the relations between states, govern- 
ments, and individuals were closely associated with the practice and theory 
of liberalism, democracy, and humanitarianism. The war of 1914-1918 for 
four years reversed this process of controlling, sublimating, and eliminating 
the use of power or violence. War between states is not only the logical 
result of “power politics,” it is power politics reduced to their simplest terms. 
It also entails the adoption of force and violence as primary elements in 
determining a vast number of human and social relations which at other 

•The Political Quarterly. Vol. XI (April-fune, 1940). By permission. 
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times arc regulated by discussion, compromise, “law,” or other non-violent 
methods. Few people will deny that this four year period of power and 
violence had a considerable effect upon European society and the minds of 
Europeans. The simplest and most direct effects of historical events are often 
soon forgotten or underestimated by historians and politicians. It is a 
simple fact that an enormous majority of those Europeans who were not 
killed in what they then called the Great War did not like it; in fact, they 
disliked it so intensely that enormous numbers of ordinary persons said: 
‘Never again,” by which they meant that in their humble opinion every- 
thing should be done which was possible to eliminate war from European 
society. Their aspiration may or may not have been utopian — we shall con- 
sider this question later — but their convictions, the state of their minds, were 
a political reality which was having profound effects all over Europe and 
which not even the most realist statesman, general, or historian could afford 
to neglect. 

One effect of this conviction was the founding of the League of Nations. 
The disillusionment of ordinary men and women in iqi8, their feeling that 
war was in the twentieth century not a tolerable way of life, or even of 
death, their dim doubts as to whether it had proved to be an effective method 
of “settling anything” — these things were not the only cause of the birth of 
the League of Nations, hut they had a good deal to do with it. The statesmen 
— other than Wilson— who established the League did not believe in it; 
they thought themselves to be realists and the League utopia. The statesmen 
who “worked” the League for fifteen years or so did not believe in it; they 
thought themselves to be realists and the League either utopia or a conven- 
ient or inconvenient instrument — it depended upon circumstances — of na- 
tional policy. The main impetus which had brought the League into being 
and prevented it from being completely scrapped by realists or reality was 
another reality, the voice of common people who had said and might per- 
haps still say: “Never again.” 

The League failed. As it failed, ordinary people could no longer be heard 
saying; “Never again”; you heard them saying clearly, often bitterly, always 
helplessly, in the streets of cities, in fields, and villages, “It is coming again.” 
The two realities were not unconnected. The failure of the League may 
have been due to its having been utopian, but it was not an isolated historical 
incident, the casual failure of an academic dream brought up with a jolt 
against the hard facts of life. It was only part of a general historical process 
or movement which can be clearly discerned in the period between Novem- 
ber, 1918, and September, 19^9. It gradually became clear that the post-war 
Europe was not going to return to the nineteenth century attitude towards 
power, force, and violence. In many countries governments allowed private 
armies to fight one another in the streets of great cities. Dictatorships took 
the place of democracies. Pogroms became a recognized method of adminis- 
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tration; change of government or even of the government’s programme or 
policy were effected or prevented by “massacres,” “purges,” executions, or 
political assassinations. 

Fascism in Italy— national socialism in Germany— Staimism in the 
U.S.S.R.— Pilsudski or a government of generals or colonels or majors in 
Poland — little dictators in the little countries — Manchuria, Abyssinia, the 
destruction of the republican government of Spain, the destruction of the 
democratic republic of Czechoslovakia, the invasion and partition of Poland 
— thus we have reached the second great war. These facts can only be stated 
and interpreted in terms of power, force, and violence. They are the negation 
of another series of terms which had previously seemed to have some mean- 
ing to human beings: peace, law, order, common interests, compromise, 
liberty and democracy. Human beings arc never content just to accept the 
facts, their miseries, savagery, and stupidities. They have an itch to explain 
and interpret them, to find some fig leaf of a theory or philosophy to cover 
the nakedness of their own folly or cruelty. Politicians and professors of 
politics and history are always ready to supply fig leaves, theories, and phi- 
losophies, to comfort the dead, the dying, the disappointed, and the crucified 
with the assurance that nothing could possibly have happened except in the 
way in which it did happen and is happening and that everything is for the 
best in the worst of all possible worlds. 

So today you will find any number of people offering us fig leaves to cover 
fascism, communism, and war, theories which prove the inevitable failure of 
democracy and the League of Nations, philosophies which discover the seeds 
of a new world in the most ancient forms of violence and slavery. There is 
a family likeness in all these ex post facto consolatory explanations, they rely 
upon a distinction between illusions, shams, or utopias and realities. Democ- 
racy was a “sham”; dictatorship is a “reality.” The common interests of na- 
tiohs and peace are an illusion; conflict of national interests and war are 
“real.” The League of Nations was “utopian”; power politics arc “reality.” 
The validity of these theories and of the practical policies, based upon them, 
which we arc exhorted to pursue must depend upon what is meant by this 
distinction between political or historical utopia and political or historical 
reality. To understand the distinction is, therefore, not an academic, but a 
highly practical question, for it is clearly politically imbecile to ignore reali- 
ties or to pursue policies which arc impossible of attainment — only we must 
know what is a reality and what is “impossible of attainment.” 

Our search for enlightenment may well start from a book by Professor 
E. H. Carr which has recently attracted much attention.^ Mr. Carr is Pro- 
fessor of International Politics and has an intimate knowledge of his subject. 

* The Twenty Years’ Crisis, 1919-1939. (Macmillan. 10/. 6 d.). It should be read together with 
a smaller book which Professor Carr published about the same time: The Foreign Policy of 
Britain from igt 8 to Sept. /9J9. (Longmans. 61.). 
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His book on Bakunin proved him to be a man of intelligence with an un- 
usual capacity for historical impartiality. His new book is an attempt to lay 
the foundations of a science of international relations and at the same time to 
“analyse the underlying and significant, rather than the immediate and per- 
sonal, causes” in the history of the last twenty years which have brought us 
once more into war. The whole of Professor Carr’s analysis is based upon a 
distinction between utopia and reality, and if any one should be capable of 
making us understand what it is it should be he. There are, as one would 
expect, very good things in the book, acute analysis of particular situations 
or processes, illuminating comments on particular events, and trenchant and 
often salutary criticism of things, theories, and persons with whom Profes- 
sor Carr is out of sympathy or out of understanding. And yet the book fails 
in its purpose. It does not give us the beginnings of a science of international 
relations, because its method is unscientific. It attempts to interpret the 
events of the last twenty years by means of a distinction between what is 
utopian and what is real in ptdicy. But, although the whole of his argument 
depends upon the dificrence between “utopia” and “realism,” he never makes 
clear the distinction between them either to himself or to his reader. The 
reason is that he had not pushed his analysis either of terms or of events or 
of causes — particularly psychological causes — far enough. 

Let us begin with terms. The term utopia is commonly used in two dif- 
ferent ways. We speak of a dream or a policy being utopian in the sense 
that it contains a purpose or is based upon a hope or ideal which is incapable 
of fulfilment, and in this sense we oppose it to “realism.” But it is also used 
in the sense of “unreal” as opposed to “reality.” The two senses are not the 
same, but they are continually confused with disastrous results to truth and 
clear thinking in political controvcr.sy and in Professor Carr’s book. This 
can best l)e shown by examples. Professor Carr’s thesis is that the beliefs, 
objectives, and policies of nineteenth century liberal democrats and of the 
supporters of the League of Nations in the international field were utopian. 
He means by that that their beliefs were false and that their objectives and 
policies were impossible of attainment— not by any means, it will be ob- 
.served, the same thing. He has a good deal to say about the falseness of their 
beliefs, but he never clearly demonstrates to us why their objectives and 
(X)licies were impossible of attainment. He often implies that the failure of 
the League and of the attempt to reconstruct a peaceful Europe was “in- 
evitable” merely because it was a failure. This attitude can be seen in the 
emotional colour of his adjectives in such a sentence as “The first and most 
obvious tragedy of this utopia was its ignominious collapse.” Here you have 
the vulgar and false view that failure is “ignominious” and proves somehow 
or other that the attempt itself was discreditable and unattainable. These 
superficial judgments are characteristic of contemporaries: in 1790, 1830, 
1848, 1900, and 1918, if Professor Carr had been a Frenchman, he would 
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have talked about the “triumph” of democracy and the dem.»cratic ideals of 
the “Revolution,” but in 1800, 1828, 1851, and 1939 he would have talked 
about their “ignominious collapse” and utopianism. 

As a matter of fact, Professor Carr is himself really well a' 'ire of all this. 
Where he approves of a policy which has failed, as for instance Mr. Cham- 
berlain’s appeasement policy, he sees that the failure does not prove its 
utopianism or its ignominy, and in his other book he writes: “There is a 
common inclination in politics to take the deterministic view that any policy 
which fails was bound to fail and should, therefore, never have been tried. 
The charge that British Ministers were the dupes of the Axis Powers should 
not be too lightly made.” If the collapse of the policy of appeasement does not 
prove that it was utopian, the collapse of the League does not prove that it 
was utopian, and if Mr. Chamberlain’s failure was not ignominious, why 
should Professor Carr see ignominy in the failure of the League? 

The answer to this question is that Professor Carr is unconsciously in- 
fected with the temporary social psychology of the time, the acceptance of 
power and force and conflict as the primary (and therefore best) elements in 
social organization and human relations, and that he feels the necessity to 
provide the fig leaf of a theory to cover the results of this psychology. He 
does this by assuming that policies and social objectives inconsistent with 
existing facts or with the psychology of power, violence, and conflict are 
utopian, and his theory or proof is based upon a confusion between the two 
senses of “utopian” and upon the common, but completely unscientific, as- 
sumption that power, violence, and conflict are more “real” elements in 
society than, e.g., beliefs, law, and co-operation for a common end or com- 
mon interests. 

The League was a political and social organization of states. It was es- 
tablished in answer to a demand, and in this sense it had an objective or 
ideal — the elimination of war, the resolution of international conflict, and 
the promotion of the common interests of states or nations. The ideal or 
objective was not in the League, but in the heads of those who established 
it or caused it to be established. The League is utopian only if those ideals 
or objectives arc impossible of attainment. The policy of the League, which 
aimed at organizing the relations of states upon the basis of their common 
rather than their conflicting interests, is not utopian merely because it aimed 
at an unattained ideal or objective, as Professor Carr and many other people 
frequently assume. All policies, even of the most realist statesmen, aim at 
unattained ideals or objectives. The policy of Hitler aims at the as yet un- 
attained ideal or objective of organizing the relations of states in Europe on 
the basis of force and conflicting interest, with Germany having an 
overwhelming superiority of power and therefore able to promote her in- 
terests at the expense of other states. In Professor Carr’s sense his poli^ is 
“realist”; in fact, it is highly probable that his objective will not be attained 
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and is unattainable, and is therefore really utopian. Again, Mr. Chamber- 
lain's policy had as its ideal or objective peace with Hitler by abandoning any 
common resistance to aggression, any obligation to aid victims of aggres- 
sion, and by placating Hitler and yielding to his demands., The objective 
was certainly not attained and was probably unattainable, and the policy was 
abandoned for its exact opposite. If the criterion of utopianism is attain- 
ability, the policies of Hitler and Mr. Chamberlain are no less utopian than 
the League policy. 

Professor Carr’s dealing with utopianism and reality in connection with 
policy is unsatisfactory because he does not carry his analysis of the psy- 
chology of political objective or ideal far enough. But it also breaks down 
in another important way: it accepts the vulgar delusion about the “reality” 
of some political concepts and the “unreality” of others, and then illicitly 
argues that a policy concerned with the former is “utopian” and a policy 
concerned with the latter “realist.” For instance, Professor Carr maintains 
that the international policy of nineteenth-century liberalism and of the 
League both broke down because they were based on the promotion of the 
common interests of states and not on the conflict of state interests. They 
ignored the problem of power, which is the instrument of conflicting in- 
terests. (x)nflicting interests and power are “real”; harmony of interests is 
unreal or non-existent and political instruments of co-operation in common 
international interests are therefore also “unreal.” Hence power politics arc 
real and the League and the liberal policy of free trade and international 
co-operation “utopian.” 

This kind of attitude towards “interests” and “power” is very common 
at the present moment, but it is rooted in muddled thinking. The idea that 
there is some “reality” in a conflicting interest which does not exist in a 
common interest is an illusion. It springs from the obvious fact that most 
people arc more conscious of their own immediate interests than of common 
interests and that the pursuit of common interests almost always entails the 
abandonment of some immediate individual interests. But the political real- 
ity of interests does not depend ujwn people’s consciousness of them, but on 
the relative effects of different actions and different forms of social organi- 
zation. In private life and national politics we have learnt this by bitter 
experience, and no one believes that the interest of men with knives to 
commit murder and robbery is more “real” than the interest of men with 
knives to refrain and be restrained from committing murder and robbery. 
International psychology is still, however, so crude that even a man 
like Professor Carr can believe that the interest of Germany in cutting the 
throat of Czechoslovakia is more real than the interest of both Germany and 
Czechoslovakia in living peacefully together and composing conflicting in- 
terests by compromise, merely because Herr Hitler has a very large army, 
a very large air force, and a very loud and rasping voice. 
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The question what interests are real, or to put it in another way what is 
really the interest of an individual, a group, a class, or a nation, cannot be 
titled in this cavalier way. A study of the history of human society and of 
international relations, not to speak of one’s own life, will make one very 
careful not to dogmatize about real or unreal interests in any particular 
case. But it also teaches this lesson: that generally and in the long run 
common interests are more real than conflicting interests politically. Nearly 
every one would agree that this is true with regard to the internal organi- 
zation of the national state; in the long run and generally every one gains 
by the pursuit of a common interest even at the expense of individual in- 
terests; even the potential murderer is better off in the end if he refrains or 
is restrained from cutting the rich man’s throat; a class which ruthlessly 
pursues what it considers its own interest at the expense of other classes 
nine times out of ten digs its own economic grave. But there is reason for 
thinking that what is true of national is also true of international society. 
For many centuries now the relations of states have been determined by 
acceptance of the hypothesis that their conflicting interests are so exclusively 
real that they must form the basis of national policy. I cannot believe that, 
if Professor Carr and others who agree with him examine impartially the 
results, they can maintain that they are encouraging. It would be interesting 
to learn which of the “Great Powers” had really gained by their ruthless 
pursuit of conflicting interests in the years 1790, 1815, 1870, 1914, and 1939, 
and which had lost by pursuing utopian common interests. And realpolitiI(? 
If reality is to be judged by success, what is the judgment of history upon the 
work of such realists as Napoleon I, Napoleon III, Bismarck, Wilhelm II, 
the Russian Tsars, not to speak of British imperialists? The fact is that 
nothing is more “utopian” than the idea that you can create a stable and 
permanent society by power and the pursuit of conflicting interests; the ideal 
is unattainable because it involves an attempt to use two of the most un- 
stable and disintegrating of all social forces, violence in the service of 
cupidity, as the primary ingredients in that cement which is to hold society 
together. 

The question whether co-operation of states in common interests is pos- 
sible, whether the power of individual states can be controlled internation- 
ally as the power of individuals, groups, and classes have been controlled 
nationally, and whether these objectives and the preservation of peace can be 
attained through some such international organization as the League is at 
the same time much simpler and more complicated than it appears in the 
books of those who see some peculiar reality in power and conflict and are 
therefore continually reading the burial service over democracy, the nine- 
teenth century, and internationalism. It ha« little or nothing to do with 
“morality,” “reality,” “liberalism,” or “reason.” Whether the policy of or- 
ganizing European states pacifically and of eliminating the probability of 
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war is or is not utopian depends solely upon whether that objective is or is 
not attainable. It has nothing whatsoever to do with some imaginary 
quality of “reality” attaching to power or violence and to conflicting in- 
terests,” blit not attaching to law, co-operation, and common interests. The 
attainability of a political objective almost always depends mainly upon three 
elements: facts, psychology, and the creation of social machinery or organi- 
zation appropriate to the object or purpose of the policy and to the psy- 
chology. For instance, the attainability of the purpose of Zionists depends 
first upon such facts as the size of Palestine and the climate of its several 
districts. It would be utojiian to ignore these facts and to put into Palestine 
more Jews than could exist there or to put a million Jews suddenly into a 
district of Palestine which is a waterless desert. Another element which has 
to be considered is the power of the Arabs to shoot Jewish immigrants, and 
yet another is the conflicting and the common interests of Jews and Arabs. 
Here it is partly a question of fact and partly of psychology; there is no 
question of some mystic element of reality attaching to some of the facts and 
not to others. It is a fact that the Arab has or may have the power to shoot the 
Jew; it is also a fact that he has or may have the power to co-operate with the 
Jew. It may be his immediate interest, i.e., he may gain at the moment, by 
shooting the Jew, but on the other hand it may be his “real” interest, i.e., he 
might gain more, by refraining from shooting and by co-operating with the 
Jew. The power to shoot is no more and no less “real” than the power to 
co-operate, and the conflicting interest which is served by shooting is no 
more and no less “real” than the common interest which is served by co- 
operation. Here the most important clement is really psychological. The at- 
tainability of the Zionist policy will depend upon whether Arabs and Jews 
pursue their separate interests by conflict or whether they pursue their com- 
mon interests by co-operation. Lastly, provided that facts and psychology did 
not make the purpose of Zionism impossible, it would still be necessary to 
create a form of government appropriate to the peculiar purpose, the peculiar 
facts, and the peculiar psychology. 

This analysis applies no less to the problem of war and peace and inter- 
national relations than to that of Zionism. Five hundred years of European 
history have proved that the "realist” system of power politics, war, and the 
conflict of interests is grotesquely utopian. Its purpose is to ensure stability 
of national power, glory, prosperity, and peace; its result has been a kaleido 
scope of loud voiced jingoism and national glory alternating with war, dc 
feat, misery, and impoverishment. The reason why power policy and the at 
tempt to establish a stable European society upon it always fails and always 
must fail is that it ignores both the reality of facts and the reality of psy- 
chology. That of course docs not mean that the opposite policy, which was 
embodied in the League idea, is attainable. Whether a pacific international 
system, based upon co-operation in common interests, is possible in Europe 
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will depend primarily upon facts and upon psychology. But I cm inclined to 
think that the main difficulty, the real cause of the League’s failure, is not to 
be looked for in facts and in “reality,” but in psychology. 

The international relations of France and Britain between 1^95 and 1939 
throw light upon the general problem of international relations and upon 
the effect of psychology. In 1895 France and Britain had a large number of 
conflicting and a large number of common interests. In the autumn of 1903 
when Lansdowne and Delcasse sat down to discuss Anglo-French relations, 
nothing had happened to alter the objective reality of those interests. The 
conflict of some and the community of other interests still persisted; both 
series were “real.” This fact blows up the whole of Professor Carr’s argu- 
ment about utopianism and reality in international relations. For in 190^ a 
revolution in Anglo-French policy and relations took place and it was de- 
termined mainly by psychology, not by power, realism, or utopianism. Be- 
fore 1903 the governments of the two countries conducted their foreign 
policy on the basis and hypothesis that the most important, the “real,” in- 
terests of France and Britain were in conflict, and that their common in- 
terests were illusory, the utopian hallucinations of little Englanders and 
pacifists. What benefited France harmed Britain, and vice versa twice over. 
The basis of their international relations was therefore assumed to be con- 
flict of interests, and the main instrument of policy was power. Co-operation, 
compromise, political machinery for composing differences or pursuing com- 
mon interests were ruled out; on both sides of the channel statesmen thought 
of the use (or threat of using) p)ower, economic or military, to promote the 
interests of their own country at the expense of the other as the proper and 
inevitable instrument of policy. 

In 1903 the relations between the two countries were completely and per- 
manently changed, not owing to any change in their existing interests or in 
their relative power, but by a decision of their governments, and this decision 
was caused by a psychological change. Lansdowne and Delcasse did not 
suddenly see that the conflicting interests had suddenly become “unreal” 
and the common interests “real”; they came to the conclusion that in general 
and in the long run the two countries would gain more by pursuing com- 
mon interests and attempting to compose conflicting interests by compromise 
than by continuing the pursuit by each of its own interests at the expense 
of the other. As soon as this psychological change took place, it had a devas- 
tating effect upon the importance of power as an element in the relations 
between the two states. In 1895 the relative power of the two countries had 
been an element of primary importance in their relations and policy; after 
1904 it became negligible. The reason was that once the objective of policy 
had been changed by the Entente, power became a negligible and inappro- 
priate instrument of that policy. This shows the absurdity of ascribing some 
peculiar quality of reality to power in international relations. Power is a 
very real clement in human society, just as arc law, co-operation, ideas, 
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belief S) and ideals; its importance at any particular moment depends to a 
large extent upon the social or political objective which at that moment in- 
dividuals are pursuing. 

There is absolutely no reason to believe that the change which took place 
in 1904 in the national policies and international relations of France and 
Britain could not also take place in the policies and international relations of 
all the Great Powers, or all the states, of Europe. It is no answer to say that 
it was only fear of Germany which made France and Britain co-operate in- 
stead of fighting one another and that their co-operation was directed against 
another Power. To say that is to admit that psychology and not reality, power, 
or utopianism is the primary determinant in the international situation. If 
fear of Germany was sufficient to turn France and Britain away from the 
pursuit of their “real” conflicting interests into the pursuit of their “utopian” 
harmony of interests and to eliminate the probability — one might almost say 
fxissibility — of war between them for half a century there is no reason, except 
psychological, why fear of mutual destruction should not effect a similar 
change in the policies of all European states. 

That is the real international problem which confronts Europe and civili- 
zation today. It is not a choice between utopia and reality, but between the 
psychology of conflicting interests and the organization of power politics 
on the one hand and the psychology of common interests and the organiza- 
tion of international co-operation on the other. The psychology of common 
interests and of co-operation and peace are there; it is, no doubt, weak, par- 
ticularly among statesmen, generals, and perhaps professors, but it is there, 
and has widened and deepened in the last century. Its weakness is largely 
due to two causes. I’he first is the universal obstacle to civilization in all 
spheres of human society, the fact that pursuit of common interests almost 
always means the abandonment of some conflicting, individual, immediate 
interests. The immediate appeal of the individual, conflicting interest is im- 
mensely strong, and it requires intelligence and restraint to sec or learn that 
in the long run the individual may gain by abandoning it on the pursuit of 
common interests. Secondly, the international organization of power is it- 
self a tremendous obstacle in the growth and influence of the psychology of 
co-operation. It breeds fear, and fear is the greatest fomenter of conflict 
among human beings and the most potent destroyer of coK)pcration. 

No sensible man will pretend that establishment of international peace is 
an easy thing. Whether it is possible depends upon whether the international 
organization of power, as it exists today, can be altered and whether the 
psychology of common interests and co-operation can be made an active 
determinant of national policies. These things may not prove possible 
but they are not impossible because conflict and conflicting interests arc 
real, and co-operation and common interests arc utopian. To believe that 
is merely to try to rationalize one’s own and other people’s primitive 
psychology. 
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WOODROW WILSON 


6 « Peace through Law* 


I would consider myself recreant to every mother and father, every wife 
and sweetheart in this country, if I consented to the ending of this war with- 
out a guarantee that there would be no other. You say, “Is it an absolute 
guarantee?” No; there is no absolute guarantee against human passion; but 
even if it were only 10 per cent of a guarantee, would not you rather have 
10 per cent guarantee against war than none? If it only creates a presump- 
tion that there will not be war, would you not rather have that presumption 
than live under the certainty that there will be war? For, I tell you, my fellow 
citizens, I can predict with absolute certainty that within another generation 
there will be another world war if the nations of the world do not concert 
the method by which to prevent it. 

The chief motives which led us to enter the war will be defeated unless 
that Covenant is ratified and acted upon with vigor. We cannot in honor 
whittle it down or weaken it as the Republican leaders of the Senate have 
proposed to do. If we are to exercise the kind of leadership to which the 
founders of the Republic looked forward and which they depended upon 
their successors to establish, we must do this with courage and unalterable 
determination. They expected the United States to be always the leader in 
the defense of liberty and ordered peace throughout the world, and we are 
unworthy to call ourselves their successors unless we fulfill the great purpose 
they entertained and proclaimed. 

If Ckrmany had dreamed that anything like the greater part of the world 
would combine against her, she never would have begun the war, and she 
did not dare to let the opinion of mankind crystallize against her by the dis- 
cussion of the purposes which she had in mind. What I want to point out to 
you to-night is that we are making a fundamental choice. You have either 
got to have the old system, of which Germany was the perfect flower, or 
you have got to have a new system. You cannot have a new system unless 
you provide a substitute, and adequate substitute, for the old, and when cer- 
tain of our fellow citizens take the position that we do not want to go into 
any combination at all but want to take care of ourselves, all I have to say to 
them is that that is exactly the German position. 

•From Woodrow Wilson, War and Prace: Presidential Messages. Addresses, and Public 
Papers. igt7-s924 (Harper & Brothers, 1927)- By permission of Mrs. Woodrow Wilson, holder 
of the copyright. 
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You have been grossly misled with regard to the treaty, and particularly 
with regard to the proposed character of the League of Nations, by those 
who have assumed the serious responsibility of opposing it. They have gone 
so far that those who have spent their lives, as I have spent my life, in famil- 
iarizing themselves with the history and traditions and policies of the Na- 
tion, must stand amazed at the gross ignorance and impudent audacity 
which have led them to attempt to invent an “Americanism” of their own, 
which has no foundation whatever in any of the authentic traditions of the 
(jovcrnmcnt. 

Americanism, as they conceive it, reverses the whole process of the last 
few tragical years. It w(»uld substitute America, for Prussia in the policy of 
ivilarion and defiant segregation. Their conception of the dignity of the Na- 
tion and its interest is that we should stand apart and watch for opportuni- 
ties to advance our own interests, involve ourselves in no responsibility 
for the maintenance of the right in the world or for the continued vindica- 
tion of any of the things for which we entered the war to fight. 

The conception of the great creators of the Government was absolutely 
opposite to this. They thought of America as the light of the world as cre- 
ated to lead file world in the a.sscrtion of the rights of peoples and the rights 
of free nations; as destined to .set a responsible example to all the world of 
what free Ciovernment is and can do for the maintenance of right standards, 
both national and international. 

d his ligiii the opponents of the League would quench. They would rele- 
gate the United States to a subordinate role in the affairs of the world. 

Why should we be afraid of responsibilities which we are qualified to 
sustain and which the whole of our history has constituted a promise to the 
world we would sustain! 

I'his is the most momentous issue that has ever been presented to the peo- 
ple of the United States, and I do not doubt that the hope of the whole 
world will he verified by an ab.solute assertion by the voters of the country 
ot the determination of the United States to live up to all the great expecta- 
tions which they created by entering the war and enabling the other great 
nations ol the world to bring it to a victorious conclusion, to the confusion 
of Prussianisin and everything that arises out of Prussianism. Surely we 
shall not fail to keep the promise sealed in the death and sacrifice of our in- 
comparable soldiers, sailors and marines who await our verdict beneath the 
sod of France. 

The old system was, Be ready, and we can be ready. I have heard gentle- 
men say, “America can take care of herself.” Yes, she can take care of her- 
self. Fvery man would have to train to arms. We would have to have a great 
standing army. We would have to have accumulations of military material 
such as CJcrmany used to have. We would enjoy the luxuries of taxes even 
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higher than we pay now. We could accumulate our force, Pnd then our force 
would have to be directed by some kind of sufficiently vigorous central 
power. You would have a military government in spirit if not in form. 
No use having a fighting Nation if there is not somebody u> swing it! If you 
do not want your President to be a representative of the civil purposes of this 
country, you can turn him into merely a commander in chief, ready to fight 
the world. But if you did nobody would recognize America in those strange 
and altered circumstances. All the world would stand at amaze and say. 
Has America forgotten everything that she ever professed?” The picture 
is one that every American repudiates; and I challenge any man who has 
that purpose at the back of his thought to avow it. If he comes and tells you 
that America must stand alone and take care of herself, ask him how it is 
going to be done, and he will not dare tell you, because you would show him 
the door and say, “We do not know any such America.” 

Yet we cannot do without force. You cannot establish land titles, as I have 
expressed it, and not maintain them. Suppose that the land titles of South 
Dakota were disturbed. Suppose the farm lines were moved, say, ten feet. 
You know what would happen. Along every fence line you would see farm- 
ers perching with guns on their knees. The only reason they are not perching 
now is that there are land deeds deposited in a particular place, and the whole 
majesty and force and judicial system of the State of South Dakota are be- 
hind the titles. Very well, we have got to do something like that interna- 
tionally. You cannot set up Poland, whom all the world through centuries 
has pitied and sympathized with, as the owner of her property and not have 
somebody take care that her title deeds are respected. You cannot establish 
freedom, my fellow citizens, without force, and the only force you can sub- 
stitute for an armed mankind is the concerted force of the combined action 
of mankind through the instrumentality of all the enlightened Governments 
of the world. This is the only conceivable system that you can substitute for 
the old order of things which brought the calamity of this war upon us and 
would assuredly bring the calamity of another war upon us. Your choice is 
between the League of Nations and Germanism. I have told you what I 
mean by Germanism — taking care of yourselves, being armed and ready, 
having a chip on your shoulder, thinking of nothing but your own rights 
and never thinking of the rights of anylwdy else, thinking that you were 
put into this world to sec that American might was asserted and forgetting 
that American might ought never to be used against the weak, ought never 
to be used in an unjust cause, ought never to be used for aggression; ought 
to be used with the heart of humanity beating behind it. 

Sometimes people call me an idealist. Well, that is the way I know I am 
an American. America, my fellow citizens — I do not say it in disparagement 
of any other great people — America is the only idealistic Nation in the 
world. When I speak practical judgments about business affairs, I can only 
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guess whether I am speaking the voice of America or not, but when I speak 
the ideal purposes of history I know that I am speaking the voice of America, 
because I have saturated myself since I was a boy in the records of that spirit, 
and everywhere in them there is this authentic tone of the love of justice 
and the service of humanity. If by any mysterious influence of error America 
should not take the leading part in this new enterprise of concerted power, 
the world would experience one of those reversals of sentiment, one of those 
penetrating chills of reaction, which would lead to a universal cynicism, for 
if America goes back upon mankind, mankind has no other place to turn. It 
is the hope of Nations all over the world that America will do this great 
thing. 

Settlements may be temporary, but the action of the nations in the interest 
of peace and justice must be permanent. We can set up permanent processes. 
We may not be able to set up permanent decisions. Therefore, it seems to me 
that we must take, so far as we can, a picture of the world into our minds. 
Is it not a startling circumstance, for one thing, that the great discoveries of 
science, that the quiet studies of men in laboratories, that the thoughtful de- 
velopments which have taken place in quiet lecture rooms, have now been 
turned to the destruction of civilization? The powers of destruction have 
not so much multiplied as gained facility. The enemy whom we have just 
overcome had at his seats of learning some of the principal centers of scien- 
tific study and discovery, and he used them in order to make destruction 
sudden and complete; and only the watchful, continuous cooperation of men 
can see to it that science as well as armed men is kept within the harness of 
civilization. 

In a sense the United States is less interested in this subject than the other 
nations here assembled. With her great territory and her extensive sea bor- 
ders, it is less likely that the United States should suffer from the attack of 
enemies than that many of the other nations here should suffer; and the ar- 
dor of the United States — for it is a very deep and genuine ardor — for the 
society of nations is not an ardor springing out of fear or apprehension, but 
an ardor springing out of the ideals which have come to consciousness in 
this war. In coming into this war the United States never for a moment 
thought that she was intervening in the politics of Europe or the politics 
of Asia or the politics of any part of the world. Her thought was that all the 
world had now become conscious that there was a single cause which turned 
u|X)n the issues of this war. That was the cause of justice and of liberty for 
men of every kind and place. Therefore, the United States should feel that 
Its part iji tltis war had been played in vain if there ensued upon it merely a 
body of European settlements. It would feel that it could not take part in 
guaranteeing those European settlements unless that guarantee involved 
the continuous superintendence of the peace of the world by the associated 
nations of the world. 
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Therefore, it seems to me that we must concert our best judgment in order 
to make this League of Nations a vital thing— not merely a formal thing, 
not an occasional thing, not a thing sometimes called into life to meet an 
exigency, but always functioning in watchful attendance upc>n the interests 
of the nation^and that its continuity should be a vital continuity; that 
it should have functions that arc continuing functions and that do not per- 
mit an intermission of its watchfulness and of its labour; that it should be 
the eye of the nations to keep watch upon the common interest, an eye 
that does not slumber, an eye that is everywhere watchful and attentive. 

What we seek is the reign of law, based upon the consent of the governed 
and sustained by the organized opinion of mankind. 
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others. Sec also Kenneth D. Bcnnc, A Conception of Authority: An Introduce 
tory Study (New York, 1943), and the symposium, The Authoritarian Attempt 
to Capture Education (Papers from the 2d Conference on the Scientific Spirit 
and Democratic Faith, New York, 1945), with contributions by John Dewey, 
Sidney Hook, Irwin Edman, Bruce Bliven, Horace L. Fricss, and others. 


CHAPTER II. PSYCHOLOGY AND POLITICS 

Adorno, T. W., Frenkel-Brunswik, Else, Levinson, Daniel J., and Sanford, 
R. Nevitt, The Authoritarian Personality (New York, 1950). This first large- 
scale attempt to analyze empirically and measure quantitatively authoritarian 
attitudes is a pioneer in the study of politics. Its research techniques, methods, 
anti findings arc analyzed in Richard Christie and Marie lahoda (eds.), Studies 
in the Scope and Method of "The Authoritarian Personality” (Glencoe, 1954). 
See also the following: Samuel Lowy, Co-operation, Tolerance, and Prejudice 
(London, 1948); Talcott Parsons, "Certain Primary Sources and Patterns of 
Aggression in the Social Structure of the Western World,” in his Essays in 
Sociological Theory Pure and Applied (Glencoe, 1949), pp. 251-274; A. H. 
Maslow, “Authoritarian Character Structure,” Journal of Social Psychology, 
XVIH (November, 1943), 401-41 1; J. C. Moloney, “Authoritarianism and In- 
tolerance,” International Journal of Psycho-Analysis (Part III, 1948), 236-239; 
R. Stagner, “Studies of Aggressive Social Attitudes,” XX, Journal of Social 
Psychology (August, 1944), * 09 -Mo; Lawrence K. Frank, “Cultural Coercion 
and Individual Distortion,” Psychiatry, II (February, 1939), 11-27; Abram 
Kardiner, “Western Personality and Social Crisis: A Psychiatrist Looks at 
Human Aggression,” Commentary, II (November, 1946), 436-447; and J. A. 
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Bayton, “Personality and Prejudice,” loumal of Psychology, XXII (July, 1946), 
59-65. 

Alexander, Franz, The Age of Unreason: A Study of the Irrational Forces in 
Social Life (Philadelphia-New York, 1942). Part III contains analyses of the 
emotional structure of totalitarianism (pp. 264-275) and .Icmocracy (pp. 276- 
293). A useful bibliography is appended (pp. 342-359). 

Baumgartner-Tramer, Franziska, “Democracy and Character,” British Journal 
of Psychology, XXXVIII (September, 1947), 20-22. See also D. W. Winnicott, 
“Some Thoughts on the Meaning of the Word Democracy,” Human Relations, 
III (June, 1950), 175-186. 

Brierley, Marjorie, Trends in Psycho-Analysis (London, 1951). See also Franz 
Alexander, Fundamentals in Psychoanalysis (New Yorl , 1948); Clara Thomp- 
son, Psychoanalysis: Evolution and Development (New York, 1950); and 
Geraldine Coster, Psychoanalysis for Normal People, 3d ed. (London-New 
York, 1947). 

Chakotin, SergE, The Rape of the Masses (London, 1940). The subtitle is “The 
Psychology of Totalitarian Political Propaganda.” See also Talcott Parsons, 
“Propaganda and Social Control,” Psychiatry, V (November, 1942), 551-572; 
and Harold D. Lasswell, “Propaganda and Mass Insecurity,” in Alfred H. 
Stanton and Stewart E. Perry (eds.), Personality and Political Crisis (Glencoe, 

1951) , pp. 15-43. 

Crawshay-Williams, Rupert, The Comforts of Unreason (London, 1947). The 
subtitle of this stimulating work is “A Study of the Motives behind Irrational 
Thought.” 

Crossman, R. H, S., “On Political Neuroses,” Encounter, II (May, 1954), 65-67. 
See also Franz Neumann, “Anxiety in Politics,” Dissent, II (Spring, 1955), 
I33'i43- 

Flugel, J. C., Man, Morals, and Society (London, 1945). Chap. XVIII deals with 
the psychological foundations of the political Right and Left (pp. 281-301). .Sec 
also the following: H. J. Eysenck, “Primary Social Attitudes as Related to Social 
Class and Political Party,” British Journal of Sociology, II (September, 1951), 
198-209; Thelma Herman McCormack, “The Motivation of Radicals,” American 
Journal of Sociology, LVI (July, 1950); M. Sanai and P. M. Pickard, “The Rela- 
tion between Political-Economic Radicalism and Certain Traits of Personality,” 
Journal of Social Psychology, XXX (November, 1949), 217-227; Gerhart H. 
Saengcr, “Social Status and Political Behavior,” American Journal of Sociology, 
LI (September, 1945), 103-113; M. Brewster Smith, “Opinions, Personality, and 
Political Behavior,” American Political Science Review, LII (March, 1958), 
1-17; Herbert McClosky, “Conservatism and Personality,” ibid., 27-45; David 
Spitz, “Power and Personality: The Appeal to the ‘Right Man’ in Democratic 
States,” ibid., 84-97; and Ohmer Milton, “Presidential Choice and Performance 
on a Scale of Authoritarianism,” The American Psychologist, VII (October, 

1952) , 597-598- 

Fodor, Nandor, and Gaynor, Frank (eds.), Freud: Dictionary of Psychoanalysts 
(New York, 1950). Presents, in dictionary form, the main concepts of psycho- 
analysis in quotations from Freud’s own writings. Useful for rapid reference. 

Freud, Sigmund, A General Introduction to Psychoanalysis (New York, 1920), 
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and New Introductory Lectures on Psychoanalysis (New York, 1933). These 
arc the two basic introductory works. Consult also the following: The Interpre- 
tation of Dreams, 3d cd. (New York, 1932); The Psychopathology of Everyday 
Life (New York, 1914); Three Essays on the Theory of Sexuality (New York, 
1910); PPit and Its Relation to the Unconscious (New York, 1916); Totem and 
Tabu (New York, iyi8); Group Psychology and the Analysis of the Ego (New 
York, 1922); The Puture of an Illusion (New York, 1928); and An Outline of 
Psychoanalyst i (New York, 1949). The Basic Writings of Sigmund Freud (ed. 
A. A. Bnll, Modern Library, New York, 1938) contains six of Freud’s most 
itn)X)rt.iiif works, b'rciul’s Collected Papers, 5 vols. (London, 1924-1950) con- 
tain most of the papers contributed to journals and encyclopedias. 

I'ROMM, I'.KicM, Escape from Freedom (New York, 1941). One of the most suc- 
cesslul psycholc^gical interpretation's of modern totalitarianism. An extensive and 
highly critical review of the book from the view’point of Freudian analysis will 
be found in ( Hto 1 ^'enichcl, “Psychoanalytic Remarks on Fromm’s Book, Escape 
from Freedom," Psyi hoanulytic Review, XXXI (April, 1944), 133-152. Sec also 
b’romin’s Man for Iltnistlf: An Inquiry into the Psychology of Ethics (New 
York, 1947); Psychoanalysis and Religion (New Haven, 1950); The Sane So- 
(lety (New York, 1955): and Sigmund Freud's Mission: An Analysis of His 
Personality and Influeme (New Yoik, 1959). 

Hook, Sionky (cd.). Psychoanalysts, Scientific Method, and Philosophy (New 
York, i95<)). A symposium of iw-eniy eight papers, mostly by distinguished 
psychoanalysts, psychiatrists, and philosophers, examining the .scientific validity 
of psychoanalysis. See also Lewis S. b'ciier. Psychoanalysts and Ethics (Spring- 
field, 111 ., 1955); Howard L. Philp, Freud and Religious Belief (New York, 
1956); Harold O, Lasswell, “Impact of Psychoanalytic Thinking on the Social 
Sciences,” in Leonard I). While (cd.). The State of the Social Sciences (Chi- 
cago, 1956), pp. 84-115; Lawrence K. Frank, “Psychology and Social Order,’’ 
in Daniel Lcrncr (ed,). The Human Meaning of the Social Sciences (Meridian 
Books, New York, 1959), pp. 214-241; and Norman O. Brown, Life Against 
Death: The Psychoanalytical Meaning of History (Middletown, Conn., 1959). 

JoNKS, Ernest, Essays in Applied Psychoanalysis, 2 vols. (London, 1951). The first 
volume deals with social, political, and international issues, the second with folk- 
lore and religion. Sec also his Collected Papers, 5th ed. (London, 1948); What 
Is Psychoanalysis? (London, 1949); Sigmund Freud: Four Centenary Addresses 
(New York, 1956); and The Life and Wor\ of Sigmund Freud, 3 vols. (New 
York, 1953 *957)^ the most informative biography of Freud by one of his closest 
friends and collaborators. The symposium edited by Jones, Social Aspects of 
Psycho-Analysis (London, 1924), is one of the first systematic cfTorts to relate 
Freud’s thought to the social sciences. The limitations of such applicability arc 
critically examined in Hans Kelsen, “The Conception of State and Social Psy- 
chology,” International fournal of Psycho-Analysis. V (Part i, 1924), 1-38. 

Lane, Robert E., Political Life: Why People Get Involved in Politics (Glencoe, 
*959)* (PP- 97 't 8 t) deals with the emotional — conscious and uncon- 

scious-needs of political concern and participation. See also the following: 
Herbert H. Hyman, Political Socialization: A Study in the Psychology of 
Political Behavior (Glencoe, 1959); William Kornhauscr, The Politics of Mass 
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Society (Glcncoc, 1959); and Eugene Burdick and Arthur J. Brodbeck (eds.), 
American Voting Behavior (Glencoe, 1959), particularly Chapters V (Arthur 
J. Brodbeck, “The Problem of Irrationality and Neuroticism Underlying Politi- 
cal Choice,” pp. 121-135), XVI (Franz Alexander, “Emotional Factors in Vot- 
ing Behavior,” pp. 300-307), XXI (Richard E. Renneker, “Some Psychodynamic 
Aspects of Voting Behavior,” pp. 399-413), and XXII (Arthur J. Brodbeck, 
“The Principles of Permanence and Change: Electioneering and Psychotherapy 
Compared,” pp. 414-436). 

Lasswell, Harold D., World Politics and Personal Insecurity (New York, 1935). 
Lasswell is the first political scientist who has successfully applied psychoanalytic 
research methods and experience to the empirical study of political processes. 
See also the following of his writings: Psychopathology and Politics (Chicago, 
1930); Politics: Who Gets What, When, Houf (New York, 1936); The Analysis 
of Political Behaviour (London, 1947); Power and Personality (New York, 
► 1948); and, in co-authorship with Abraham Kaplan, Power and Society: A 

Frameworl{ for Political Inquiry (New Haven, 1950). The Political Writings of 
Harold D. Lasswell ((Jlencoe, 1951) contains reprints of Psychopathology and 
Politics; Politics: Who Gets What, When, How; and a new work. Democratic 
Character, summarizing Lasswell’s thought on the relations of politics and 
personality. 

Levy, David M., New Fields of Psychiatry (New York, 1947). Contains chapters 
on industrial, military, and political psychiatry. A bibliography is appended 
(pp. 162-167). 

Lewin, Kurt, Resolving Social Conflicts: Selected Papers on Group Dynamics 
(New York, 1948). A significant contribution to the understanding of the psy- 
chological structure of basic political attitudes and motivations. See also Lewin’s 
A Dynamic Theory of Personality (New York, 1935), and Field Theory in 
Social Science (New York, 1951). 

Lindner, Robert, Must You Conform? (New York, 1956). The essay on “Political 
Creed and Character” (pp. 79-119) is of particular interest. See also Lindner’s 
Prescription for Rebellion (New York, 1952) and The Fifty-Minute Hour 
(Bantam Books, New York, 1956), containing psychoanalytical case studies of 
fascists and communists. 

Lipset, Seymour Martin, Political Man (New York, i960). Chapter IV on 
“Working-Class Authoritarianism” (pp. 97-130) is 'one of the most original 
contributions to the subject. Sec also Joseph Adclson, "A Study of Minority 
Group Authoritarianism,” Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, XLVIII 
(October, 1953), 477-485, and Daniel Bell (ed.), The New American Right 
(New York, 1955). 

Mann, Thomas, “Freud’s Position in the History of Modern Culture,” Psycho- 
analytic Review. XXVIII (January, 1941), 92-116. See also Otto Fcnichcl, 
“Some Remarks on Freud’s Place in the History of Science,” Psychoanalytic 
Quarterly. XV (July, 1946), 279-284; Lawrence K. Frank, “Freud’s Influence 
on Western Influence and Culture,” in his Society as the Patient (New Bruns- 
wick, 1948), pp. 162-165; Ernst Kri'. “The Nature of Psychoanalytic Proposi- 
tions and Their Validation,” in Sidney Hook and Milton R. Konvitz (eds.), 
Freedom and Experience: Essays Presented to Horace M. Kallen (Ithaca and 
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New York, 1947), pp. 239-259; and Jacques Maritain, “Freudianism and Psy- 
choanalysis,” in his Scholasticism and Politics (London, 194^)’ PP* 

Money-Kyrle, R. E., Psychoanalysis and Politics (London, 195^)* subtidc 
is “A Contribution to the Psychology of Morals and Politics. Consult also the 
following: H. J. Eysenck, Psychology and Politics (New York, 1954); John 
Bowlby, “Psychology and Democracy,” The Political Quarterly, XVII (January- 
March, 1946), 61-76; Paul Schildcr, “Psychoanalysis of Economics,” Psycho- 
analytic Review, XXVIII (October, 1940), 401-420; Heinz Hartmann, “Psy- 
choanalysis and Sociology,” in Sandor Lorand (ed.). Psychoanalysis Today 
(I^ndon, 1948), pp. 326-353; Louis Schneider, The Freudian Psychology and 
Veblens Social Theory (New York, 1948); Fritz Redl, “Group Emotion and 
Leadership,” Psychiatry, V (November, 1942), 573-596; Saul Scheidlingcr, 
Psychoanalysis and Group Behavior (New York, 1952); Charles D. Farris, 
“Authoritarianism as a Political Behavior Variable,” Journal of Politics, XVIII 
(February, 1956), 61-82; Morris Janowitz-and Dwaine Marvick, “Authori- 
tarianism and Political Behavior,” Public Opinion Quarterly, XVII (Summer, 
1953), 185-201; R, Nevitt Sanford, “Recent Developments in Connection With 
the Investigation of the Authoritarian Personality,” Sociological Review, New 
Series, II ( luly, 1954), ”' 33 ; William Haythorn and others, “The Behavior 
of Authoritarian and Equalitarian Personalities in Groups,” Human Relations, 
IX (February, 1956), 57-74. 

Nelson, Benjamin (ed.), Freud and the 20th Century (Meridian Books, New 
York, 1957). A collection of essays on various aspects of Freud’s influence by 
distinguished writers, including Alfred Kazin, Gregory Zilboorg, Gardner 
Murphy, Jact|ues Maritain, and Reinhold Niebuhr. See also John D. Sutherland 
(ed.). Psychoanalysis and Contemporary Thought (London, 1958), a British 
symposium celebrating the centenary of Freud’s birth. 

Rieff, Philip, Freud: The Mind of the Moralist (New York, 1959). The most 
successful interpretation, by a social scientist, of Freud’s work, particularly as it 
bears on questions of politics, ethics, and philosophy. See also Jacob A. Arlow, 
The Legacy of Freud (New York, 1956); Martin Freud: Sigmund Freud: Man 
and Father (New York, 1958); and Herbert Marcuse, Eros and Civilization: An 
Inquiry into Freud (Boston, 1955). 

Roheim, Geza (ed.), Psychoanalysis and the Social Sciences, 3 vols. (New York, 
1947-1951). Contain interesting contributions on the relations of psychoanalysis 
to the social sciences, literature, folklore, and religion. One of the few systematic 
collections in the field, showing the practical applicability of psychoanalytic 
methods to the social studies. 

Saroant, William, Battle For the Mind: A Physiology of Conversion and Brain- 
Washing (London, 1957)- most original contributions to this newly 

developing field of study, viewed in historical perspective. See also Joost A. M. 
Mecrioo, The Rape of the Mind: The Psychology of Thought Control, Menti- 
cide, and Brainwashing (Cleveland-New York, 1956), and Edward Hunter, 
Brainwashing (Pyramid Books, New York, 1958). 

WoRTis, Joseph, Soviet Psychiatry (Baltimore, 1950). Chap. V (pp. 71-ioa) is 
entitled “Psychoanalysis and Psychotherapy.” Until 1930, psychoanalysis was 
tolerated in the Soviet Union. After that date it ceased to exist as an organized 
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^icntific activity, and in 1936 the Communist party officially decided that it was 
incompatible with Marxism-Leninism-Stalinism. Wortis’ account includes val- 
uable bibliographical data of Marxist studies of psychology, psychiatry, and psy- 
choanalysis. See also E. Perepel, “The Psychoanalytic Movement in the USSR ’’ 
Psychoanalytic Review, XXVI (April, 1939), 299-300; I. D. London, “A His- 
torical Survey of Psychology in the Soviet Union,” Psychological Bulletin, XL VI 
(July, 1949), 241-277, and “The Treatment of Emotions in Contemporary Soviet 
Psychology,” ]ouimal of Genetic Psychology, XLI (July, 1949), 89-100; and 
Robert Gorham Davis, “The Mind of Man: Soviet View,” Commentary, XI 
(May, 1951), 488-494. Brief analyses of Freud and general psychological prob- 
lems in the light of Marxist doctrine will be found in the following: Christopher 
Caudwell, Studies in a Dying Culture (London, 1938), pp, 158-192; T. A. Jack- 
son, Dialectics (New York, 1936), pp. 549-560; Francis Bartlett, “Recent Trends 
in Psychoanalysis,” Science and Society, IX (Summer, 1945), 214-231; Judson 
T. Stone, “The Theory and Practice of Psychoanalysis,” Science and Society, 
X (Winter, 1946), 54-79; and Joseph Wortis, “Freud, Homey, Fromm and 
Others,” Science and Society, X (Spring, 1946), 176-185. The orthodox Com- 
munist-Stalinist “line” on psychoanalysis is summarized in George Siskind and 
Henry Martel, “Psychoanalysis: Ideological Instrument of Imperialism,” Politi- 
cal Affairs, XXIX (December, 1950), 61-74; Fedotov, “The Soviet View of 
Psychoanalysis,” Monthly Review, IX (December, 1957), 249-254; and “Freud 
and Pavlov,” Soviet Survey (London), No. 29 (July-September, 1959), 29-37, 
an official Soviet account of a special conference on Freud held by the Academy 
of Medical Sciences of the USSR. 


Part III The Foundations of Democracy 

CHAPTER III. THE RIGHT TO REBEL 

Aaron, R. I., John Loci{e (London-New York-Toronto, 1937). An excellent vol- 
ume in the “Leaders of Philosophy” series; Locke’s political, moral, religious 
and educational views are examined in Part III (pp, 257-313). A useful bibliog- 
raphy is included (pp. 314-321). See also Carl Becker, The Declaration of Inde- 
pendence (New York, 1922), pp. 24-79; H. R. G. Greaves, “Locke and the 
Separation of Powers,” Politica, I (February, 1934), 90-102; C. H. Driver, “John 
Locke,” in F. J. C. Hearnshaw (ed.). The Social and Political Ideas of Some 
English Thint{ers of the Augustan Age (London, 1928), pp. 69-96; Walter M. 
Simon, “John Locke: Philosophy and Political Theory,” American Political 
Science Review, XLV (June, 1951), 386-399; Leslie Stephen, English Thought 
in the Eighteenth Century, 3d ed. (London, 1902), II, 135-152; and George 
Santayana, Some Turns of Thought in Modern Philosophy (Cambridge, 1934), 
pp. 1-47. 

Acton, Lord, Lectures on Modern History (London, 1930). See Chap. XIII (pp. 
219-232), “The English Revolution,” and Chap. XIX (pp. 305-314), “The 
Ameiiean Revolution.” 
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Brinton, Crane, The Anatomy of Revolution (New York, 1938). An important 
work in a neglected field, centered on the English, American, French, and Rus- 
sian revolutions. The following studies will also be found useful: Otto Bauer, 
Dte illegale Partei (Paris, 1939); K. C. Chorley, Armies and the Art of Revolu- 
tion (London, 1943); Emilio Lussu, Teoria della insurrezione (Paris, 1936); 
and ('urzio Malaparte, Coup d'Etat: The Technique of Revolution (New York, 
1932). I‘'or an annotated bibliography, see Brinton, op. cit., pp. 303-319. 

Brown, Ivor, English Political Theory (London, 1920; 2nd rev. ed., 1929), pp. 52- 
67. Chapter V, “Divine Right Defeated,” deals with the seventeenth-century 
predecessors of Ix>cke, who is viewed by the author as a point of culmination 
and conclusion rather than of beginning: “Locke did not win many new posi- 
tions: what he did was most effectually to consolidate the old” (p. 62). See also 
Brown’s The Meaning of Democracy, 4th ed. (London, 1950), related largely 
to British s(Kial, economic, and political issues. 

('arritt, E. F., Morals and Politics (London, 1935), pp. 72-79. A brief chapter on 
L(x:ke deals primarily with his solution of the problem of political obligation. 
For a more general analysis of lake’s philosophy and its relation to his political 
theory, sec 1 ). J, O’Connor, fohn Locl{e (London, 1952). 

('ranston, Maurice, fohn LocheiA Biography (New York, 1957). The definitive 
biography of IxKke, superseding previous accounts of his life. Utilizing a large 
collection ot LtK'ke’s papers previously inaccessible, the author corrects numerous 
misconceptions about Locke’s personal and intellectual development. Indis- 
|K-ns.ible to the study of Locke and his time. 

(Joi'c.ii, I. W., The Social Contract, 2nd ed. (Oxford, 1957). Traces the develop- 
m<MU ot the social contract theory from antiquity to the nineteenth century, and 
has a chapter on Locke (IX, pp. 126-146). See also (Jough’s fohn LoeXes Politi- 
lal Philosophy (Oxford, 1950). 

Korbonski, SrKi'AN, Lighting Warsaw: The Story of the Polish Underground 
State, iqiq tqq^ (New York, 1956). In spite of the extreme brutality of the 
(ierriian occupying lorces, the Poles managed to maintain in World War II an 
"undergrountl stale,” exercising administrative, judicial, military, and educa- 
tional functions. See also Jan Karski, Story of a Secret State (Boston, 1944), for 
another account of the Polish underground state during World War II. Ronald 
Seth, The Undaunted: The Story of Resistance in Western Europe (London, 
i()S6), covers the resistance activities of CJerman-occupied Europe in World 
War II from Norway to CJreece, For the Mungarian Revolution against com- 
munist domination in 1956, sec the following: Melvin J. Lasky (ed.). The 
Hungarian Revolution (New York, 1957); Peter Fryer, Hungarian Tragedy 
(London, 1956); and (jcorge Mikes, The Hungarian Revolution (London, 
1957). For broader analytical and historical treatments of the problem of re- 
sistance and rebellion, see Oscar Jaszi and John D. Lewis, Against the Tyrant: 
The Tradition and Theory of Tyrannicide ((Jlcncoe, 1957), and E. J. Hobs- 
bawni. Primitive Rebels (Manchester, 1959). 

Laski, I Iarold |., The Dangers of Obedience and Other Essays (New York, 1930). 
The first essay is “The Dangers of Obedience” (pp. 1-30). Laski argues that “a 
healthy loyalty is not passive and complacent, but active and critical. If it finds 
grounds for attack, it must occupy that ground. For all obedience that has the 



BIBLIOGRAPHICAL NOTES 855 

right to regard itself as ethical is built upon a conscious agreement with the pur- 
pose we encounter. Anything else is a betrayal of ourselves; and when we sur- 
render the truth we see, by that betrayal we betray also the future of civilization” 
(p. 30). The shortest introduction into Laski’s political thought is An Introduc- 
tion to Politics (London, 1931), an essay of less than a hundred pages. His 
greatest book is A Grammar of Politics (London, 1925). See also the following 
of his works: Studies in Law and Politics (London, 1931); The Danger of 
Being a Gentleman and Other Essays (London, 1939); and Reflections on the 
Revolution in Our Time (New York, 1943). 

Laski, Harold J., Political Thought in England: From Locl(e to Bentham (Lon- 
don, 1920), pp. 22-61. In this chapter, Laski gives a sympathetic account of 
Locke’s relation to the Revolution of 1688 and his influence on subsequent 
English political thought, as well as his contribution to French and American 
political ideas and institutions. 

Lough, John (ed.). Locoes Travels in France, 7675-/679 (Cambridge, 1955) 
Taken from Locke’s diaries, letters, and other papers, much of the material is 
new. For a more detailed study of Locke’s intellectual relations with France, 
see Gabriel D. Bonno, Les relations intellectuelles de Loc^e avec la France 
(Berkeley, 1955). 

Pennock, J. Roland, Liberal Democracy: Its Merits and Prospects (New York, 
1950). See also John Laird, On Human Freedom (London, 1947); John Mac- 
rnurray, Conditions of Freedom (London, 1950); and Henry B. Mayo, An In- 
troduction to Democratic Theory (New York, i960). 

Read, Conyers (ed.). The Constitution Reconsidered (New York, 1938). Con- 
tains papers by Charles H. Mcllwain, Gaetano Salvemini, Charles A. Beard, 
Walton H. Hamilton, and others. Sec, in particular, R. M. Maciver, “European 
Doctrines and the Constitution” (pp. 51-62), which discusses the influence of 
Locke and others. The volume includes also several papers on the influence of 
the American Constitution on the rest of the world. 

Stocks, J. L., John Lodge’s Contribution to Political Theory (London, 1933). A 
Tercentenary Address, delivered in October of 1932 at Christ Church, the col- 
lege which Locke himself had attended at Oxford. 

Tawney, R. H., The Western Political Tradition (London, 1949). See also The 
Western Tradition, by various authors (London, 1949). 

Weldon, T. D., States and Morals (New York, 1947). The author of this sug- 
gestive work divides all theories of the state into two groups: Some define it 
as a kind of organism, others as a kind of machine,” and Locke is a main 
representative of the latter type. 


CHAPTER IV. LIBERTY AND LOYALTY 

Acton, Lord, The History of Freedom and Other Essays (London, 1907). A col- 
lection of papers and essays, one of Lord Acton s most interesting works. It is 
especially illuminating on the relation of freedom and religion, and contains 
chapters of rare judgment and scholarship on Protestant and Catholic theories 
of persecution. 
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Anshen, Ruth Nanda (cd.), Freedom: Its Meaning (New York, 1940). A sym- 
posium, with contributions by James T. Shotwell, Benedetto Croce, Alfred 
North Whitehead, Bertrand Russell, Charles A. Beard, Louis Brandeis, John 
Dewey, Albert Einstein, Henri Bergson, Jacques Maritain, and other distin- 
guished twcntieth<entury thinkers. See also the following: Carl J. Friedrich 
(cd.). Authority (Nomos I, Cambridge, Mass., 1958); Alexander Meiklejohn, 
Political Freedom (New York, i960); and Herbert J. Muller, Issues of Freedom: 
Paradoxes and Promises (New York, i960). 

Barth, Alan, The Loyalty of Free Men (New York, 1951). A skillfully balanced 
appraisal of the loyalty problem. See also the following: Alexander Meiklejohn, 
Free Speech and Its Relation to Self-Government (New York, 1948); Walter 
(Jcllhorn, Security, Loyalty, and Science (Ithaca, 1950); Harold D. Lasswell, 
National Security and Individual Freedom (New York, 1950); Nathaniel Weyl, 
The Battle against Disloyalty (New York, 1951); Alistairc Cooke, A Generation 
on Trial (New York, 1950); John C. Wahlke (ed.). Loyalty in a Democratic 
State (Boston, 195a); Sidney Hook, Heresy, Yes — Conspiracy, No (New York, 
1953); Merle Curti, The Roots of American Loyalty (New York, 1946); Elmer 
Davis, But We Were Born Free (Permabooks, New York, 1956); Henry Steele 
Cornmager, Freedom, Loyalty, and Dissent (New York, 1954); and Edward A. 
Shils, The Torment of Secrecy (CJlencoe, 1956). The best public opinion study 
of, not what Americans should think, but what they actually do think about 
civil liberties and unorthodoxy in politics, economics, and religion is Samuel A. 
Stouffer, Communism, Conformity, and Civil Liberties: A Cross-Section of the 
Nation Speal^s Its Mind ((Jarden City, 1955). 

Becker, Carl, Freedom and Responsibility in the American Way of Life (New 
York, 1946). See especially Chaps. l-IIl (pp. 1-64) on the American political 
tradition, freedom of speech and press, and freedom of learning and teaching. 

Bl'ry, j. B., a History of Freedom of Thought (London, 1913). A popular ac- 
count in the ‘‘Home University Library.” 

Carritt, E. F., Morals and Politics (London, 1935), pp. 56-71, 202-216. Analyzes 
the difficulties inherent in the concept of Rousseau’s ‘‘General Will.” 

C'liAi EE, Zeohariah, Jr., Ftce Speech in the United States (Cambridge, Mass., 
1946). The leading study of civil liberty m the United States; the time covered 
is mainly from World War I to 1941. The work contains all the important cases 
of the j'leriod, but the analysis goes beyond the purely legal realm into the po- 
litical and social issues involved. See also Chafee’s How Human Rights Got Into 
the Constitution (Boston, 1952), and The Blessings of Liberty (Philadelphia- 
New York, 1956). 

CoMMAcER, Henry Steele, Majority Rule and Minority Rights (Gloucester, Mass., 
1958). In the light of past experience, the author concludes, ‘‘the Congress, and 
not the courts, emerges as the instrument for the realization of the guarantees 
of the bill of rights" (p. 55). This highly controversial thesis runs counter to 
the views of many (perhaps most) students of the American constitutional 
experience. 

Cranston, Maurice, Freedom: A New Analysis (New York, 1953). Parts 1 and 
III contain general analyses of the concept of freedom; Part II, the most inter- 
esting, deals with liberty as understood in England, France, Germany, and the 
United St.ucN. 
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C*ocE, Benedetto, History as the Story of Uberty (London, Heavy going 
in spots, but contains an interesting thesis worth pursuing. 

Davidson, William L., Political Thought in England: The Utilitarians from 
Bentham to /. S. Mill (London, 1915), pp. 158-188, 216-234. An excellent brief 
survey of John Stuart Mill’s life and political career and his major writings on 
ethics and politics, including detailed discussions of On Liberty and Representa- 
tive Government. See also Hans Kohn, Prophets and Peoples (New York, 1946), 
whose first chapter is on John Stuart Mill (pp. 11-42). 

Gellhorn, Walter, American Rights: The Constitution in Action (New York, 
i960). While the emphasis is on political rights, the author, one of the leading 
authorities in the field, also deals with criminal procedure, education, and “pri- 
vate government.” See also Gcllhorn’s Individual Freedom and Governmental 
Restraints (Baton Rouge, 1956), in which he deals primarily with “Restraints on 
Book Reading” (pp. 49-104) and “The Right to Make a Living” (pp. 105-151). 
The following studies will also be found useful: Clair Wilcox (ed.), Civil Liber- 
ties Under Attack, (Philadelphia, 1951); Robert E. Cushman, Civil Liberties in 
the United States (Ithaca, 1956); Harold W. Chase, Security and Uberty: The 
Problem of Native Communists, 1947-1955 (Garden City, 1955); David Fell- 
man (ed.). The Supreme Court and Education (Classics in Education, No. 4, 
New York, i960); Erwin N. Griswold, The Fifth Amendment Today (Cam- 
bridge, Mass., 1955); and Anne Lyon Haight, Banned Boo^s, and ed. (New 
York, 1955). 

Lief, Alfred (ed.), The Dissenting Opinions of Mr. Justice Holmes (New York, 
1929). Gives a profound insight into one of the richest and most subtle person- 
alities in the history of American jurisprudence and political thought. The col- 
lection of his dissenting opinions also reconfirms how the minority view of 
yesterday becomes the generally accepted truth of today, and is, finally, destined 
to become the commonplace of tomorrow. See also Max Lerner (ed.), The Mind 
and Faith of Justice Holmes (Modern Library, New York, 1954). 

Mill, John Stuart, Autobiography (London, 1873). One of the great autobiogra- 
phies of English literature. It reveals intimate insights into Mill as a man and 
political thinker; it is also significant for the explanation of the reasons that 
brought Mill eventually very close to socialism. Of his essay On Uberty Mill 
says that none of his writings "have been either so carefully composed, or so 
sedulously corrected as this,” and he rightly foresaw that it was “likely to sur- 
vive longer than anything else that I have written.” See also Crane Brinton, 
English Political Thought in the Nineteenth Century (London, 1933), pp. 89- 
103, and, for general background. Sir Leslie Stephens, The English Utilitarians 
(London, 1900), and Elie HaUvy, The Growth of Philosophical Radicalism 
(London, 1928). 

Niemeyer, Gerhart, “A Reappraisal of the Doctrine of Free Speech,” Thought, 
XXV (June, 1950), 251-274. Attacks the traditional liberal doctrine of freedom 
of speech as the expression of “neutrality, agnosticism, and complacency” (p. 
272), and pleads for a “firm official stand for what is known as right, true, and 
good” (p. 273). 

Packs, Michael St. John, The Ufe of John Stuart Mill (New York, 1954). The 
first full-length biography of Mill, drawing on important new scource materials 
previously inaccessible. His relation with Harriet Taylor, so crucial for Mill’s 
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personal and intellectual development, is analyzed in detail. Sec also F. A. 
Hayek, John Stuart Mill and Harriet Taylor: Their Friendship and Subsequent 
Marriage (Chicago, i 950 '> Britton, John Stuart Mill (Penguin Books, 

Baltimore, 1955); Richard P. Anschutz, The Philosophy of John Stuart Mill 
(Oxford, »95s); Bertrand Russell, John Stuart Mill (I.^ndon, 1955); John C. 
Rees, Mill and hits Early Critics (l^iccster, 1956); and Ruth Borchard, John 
Stuart Mill: The Man (London, 1957). 

Robertson, J. M., A History of Freethought, 2 vols., 4th cd., revised and expanded 
(London, 1936). The classical history of freethought, covering the ancient 
period, the Middle Ages, and the modern era to the French Revolution. In 
1929, Robertson published A History of Freethought in the Nineteenth Century, 
a worthy complement to his other work in this field. 

Rousseau, /. J., The Social Contract (Everyman’s Library ed., London, 1938). TTie 
introduction by G. D. H. Cole (pp. vii-xliv), succinct and lucid, covers the 
essential {)oints. See also the following books: Alfred Cobban, Rousseau and the 
Modern State (London, 1934), one of the best general works on Rousseau’s po- 
litical ideas; Annie Marion Osborn, Rousseau and Burl(e (London-New York- 
'Poronio, 1940); Ernest Hunter Wright, The Meaning of Rousseau (London, 
1929); Ernst (Cassirer, The Question of Jean-Jacques Rousseau (New York, 
1954); G' Creen, Jean-Jacques Rousseau: A Critical Study of His Life and 
Writings (C'ambridge, 1955); and John W. Chapman, Rousseau — Totalitarian 
or Liberal? (New York, 1956). 

Talmon, j. L., The Origins of Totalitarian Democracy (London, 1952). The 
author’s main thesis is that the eighteenth century brought forth two contra- 
dictory types of democracy: “empirical liberal democracy” and “Messianic totali- 
tarian tlemocracy.” Rousseau is considered by Talmon as possibly the most im- 
jx)rtant single source of totalitarian democracy, particularly by marrying the 
concept ot the general will with that of popular sovereignty (p. 43). A similar 
intcrpreiation will be found in Ernest Barker (ed.). Social Contract: Essays by 
lMil(e, Hume, and Rousseau (New York, 1948), pp. xxvii-xliv. 

Tm)MsoN, David, The Democratic Ideal in France and England (Cambridge, 
1940). .\ sympathetic account of the growth of democratic ideas in France and 
Knglantl, in their similarities and differences. 

To Secure These Rights (The Report of the President’s Committee on Civil Rights, 
Washington, 1947). A momentous official report on civil rights in the United 
States. 


CHAPTER V. LIBERTY AND EQUALITY 

Beard, Charles A., The Economic Basis of Politics (New York, 1922). Sec the 
third chapter, “The Doctrine of Political Equality.” 

Bryson, Lyman, and Others (eds.). Aspects of Human Equality: Fifteenth Sym- 
posium of the Conference on Science, Philosophy, and Religion (New York, 
1956). Analyzes the religious, moral, political, and social aspects of equality as 
they impinge upon contemporary problems. 

Carr, E. H., The New Society (London, 1951). The main theme is what the quest 
for economic equality has done to the traditional concepts of political liberty. 
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Hadley, Arthur Twining, The Conflict between Liberty and Equality (Boston, 
1925). Hadley was a strong defender of the right of private property, and 
liberty meant, according to him, the enjoyment of that right. He denied the 
implications of equality beyond the purely formal and political realm. His 
thought is characteristic of an era in American life, in the late nineteenth and 
early twentieth centuries, in which the protection of property was considered 
the main objective of the Constitution. A more moderate (and more sophisti- 
cated) defense of the older concepts of political liberty and economic inequality 
will be found, among contemporary writers, in F. A. Hayek, The Constitution 
of Liberty (Chicago, i960). 

Haldane, J. B. S., The Inequality of Man (London, 1932). A collection of essays, 
mostly on popular scientific topics. 

Hammond, J. L., The Growth of Common Enjoyment (L. T. Hobhouse Memorial 
Trust Lectures, No. 3, London, 1933). The author inquires how the amenities 
of civilization can be made accessible to all, and comes to this conclusion: “We 
are still acting as if we gave beauty no place among the great ennobling and 
educating influences. What kind of a leisured society are we likely to produce if 
we start with this fallacy? How shall we hope to preserve the vitality of culture, 
the higher standards of taste, and the large atmosphere in which men find satis- 
faction in the deeper sources of happiness? Yet with the new gifts of science we 
can make a happier society today when our industrial supremacy is gone than 
we ever created when we boasted that we were the workshop of the world” 
(pp. 29-30). 

Hayek, F. A., “The London School of Economics, 1895-1945,” Economica (New 
Series), XIII (February, 1946), 1-31. This article by a (then) teacher of the 
London School of Economics and Political Science gives due consideration to 
the influence of the Webbs, beginning with their founding of the institution 
and continuing throughout their lives. It is the record of one of the most excit- 
ing educational ventures and experiences in modern time. One of the first eight 
students in 1895, Max Beer, describes, in intimate and personal terms, “The 
Beginnings of the London School of Economics” in his book Fifty Years of 
International Socialism (London, 1935), pp. 81-88. 

Hobson, Iohn A., Towards Social Equality (L. T. Hobhouse Memorial Trust 
Lectures, No. r, London, 1941) Hobson discusses the cost of inequality, and the 
advances made toward more equality. See also T. H. Marshall, Citizenship and 
Social Class (Cambridge, 1950). The tendency toward rising living standards 
and greater social and economic equality is one of the main themes of John 
Kenneth Galbraith, The Affluent Society (Boston, 1958). 

Joad, C. E. M., Liberty To-Day (New York, 1935). TTic first three chapters take 
up the case against liberty; the latter three, the case for liberty. Throughout, 
Joad is aware of the problems of balancing liberty with equality. 

Laski, Harold J., Liberty in the Modern State (London, 1930). See Chap. Ill (pp. 
176-247), “Liberty and Social Power.” 

Perry, Ralph Barton, Puritanism and Democracy (New York, 1944). A signifi- 
cant work on the origins of the American mind and social thought. In Chap. 
XIX, “Equality and Fraternity” (pp. 551-582), Perry develops eight different 
approaches to the problem of equality, among which he includes moral, political, 
legal, and social equality. 
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Pierson, George Wilson, Tocquevillc and Beaumont in America (New York, 
1938). This definitive work on the subject is also available in an abridged 
edition, Tocqueville in America (Anchor Books, New York, 1959 )* 

Smith, Thomas V., The American Philosophy of Equality (Chicago, 19^7)* ^ 
philosophical work, greatly enriched by the author s practical experience in 
public affairs. For another American discussion, see Henry Alonzo Myers, Are 
Men Equal? An Inquiry Into the Meaning of American Democracy (Great Seal 
Books, Ithaca, 1955). 

Tawney, R. H., Equality. 4th ed. (London, 1952). The fourth edition of this 
classic incorporates the social changes produced by the Labor Government 
(1945-1951). 

Thomson, David, Equality (Cambridge, 1949). Concentrates on the problem of 
equality in law, religion, politics, economics, and international relations. An in- 
cisive analysis of the relations of liberty and equality in the light of American 
social, economic, and political issues will be found in R. M. Maciver, The Ram- 
parts We Guard (New York, 1950). 

Tocqueville, Alexis de. Democracy in America, 2 vols. (ed. Phillips Bradley, 
Vintage Books, New York, 1954). See also the following works of Tocqueville: 
Recollections (New York, 1949); The Old Regime and the French Revolution 
(Anchor Bcx)ks, New York, 1955); fourneys to England and Ireland (New 
Haven, 1958); The European Revolution and Correspondence with Gobineau 
(Anchor Books, New York, 1959); and fourney to America (New Haven, 
1959). I'or a sympathetic study of Tocqueville’s life and thought, see J. P. 
Mayer, Alexis de Tocqueville: A Biographical Study in Political Science (Harper 
'lorchlwoks. New York, i960). 

Woolf, Leonard, After the Deluge (London, 1931). An important study of the 
growth of the democratic idea in the West in terms of “communal psychology,” 
including a {Krtinent discussion of “Democracy and Equality” (pp. 195-218 of 
the 19^7 edition, Pelican Books). 

Woolf, I.eonard, and Others, The Modern State (London, 1933). Presents the 
l.alxir. Liberal, and C'onservative viewpoints. In his section of the book, Woolf 
treats of the relations of liberty and equality (pp. 40-63). 


Pari III: Antidemocratic Thought 

CHAFFER VI. THE POLITICS OF PESSIMISM 

Allen, }. W., A History of Political Thought in the Sixteenth Century (London, 
1928). The second chapter in Part IV (pp. 447-494) is on Machiavelli; the 
analysis is based on Machiavelli's Prince as well as on his other, less well-known 
works. Allen’s study, the best treatise on sixteenth-century political thought, 
concludes the appraisal of Machiavelli with the statement that he “stood, in the 
long run, for the principle that there is no question that must not be asked nor 
assumption that must be made” (p. 494). 

Bowle, foHN, Hobbes and His Critics: A Study in Seventeenth Century Consti- 
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tutionalism (Undon, 1951). The only detailed account of Hobbes’s contempo- 
rary critics, who anticipated some of Locke’s later ideas. 

Buioce, Edmund, Worlds, Vol. II (The World’s Classics, London, 1906). Contains 
the two important House of Commons speeches on America; “Speech on Amer- 
ican Taxation” of April 19, 1774 (PP- 89*15^). and “Speech tor Conciliation 
with the Colonies” of March 22, 1775 (pp. 167-238). On Burke, see Ernest 
Barker, Essays on Government (Oxford, 1945), Chaps. VI and VII (pp. 155. 
^35)5 Alfred Cobban, Edmund Burl(e and the Revolt Against the Eighteenth 
Century (London, 1929); Sir Philip Magnus, Edmund Bur\e: A Prophet of the 
Eighteenth Century (London, 1939); John Morley, Burl{e (London, 1879); 
Annie Marion Osborn, Rousseau and Burkje (London-New York-Toronto, 
1940); Leslie Stephen, English Thought in the Eighteenth Century. 3rd ed. 
(London, 1902), II, 219-252; Russell Kirk, The Conseriative Mind: From 
Burke to Santayana (Chicago, 1953), Chap. II (pp. 11-61); Charles Parkin, 
The Mored Basis of Burke s Political Thought (Cambridge, 1956); and Peter 
J. Stanlis, Edmund Burke and the Natural Law (Ann Arbor, 1958). Clinton 
Rossiter, Conservatism in America (New York, 1955), compares in Chap. VI 
(pp. 213-242) classical British conservatism with American conservatism, point- 
ing to both similarities and differences. 

Burnham, James, The Machiavellians (New York, 1943). Part II (pp. 29-77) 
deals, sympathetically, with “Machiavclli: The Science of Power.” Burnham sees 
in the Machiavellian tradition the true foundation of politics and the science of 
politics. In addition to Machiavclli, he also deals with Mosca, Sorcl, Michels, and 
Pareto. He comes to the conclusion that democracy as “self-government” or 
“government by the people” is impossible, and that the theory of democracy as 
self-government “must be understood as a myth, formula, or derivation” (p. 
236). 

Cassirer, Ernst, The Myth of the State (New Haven, 1946). Chajx. X-XII (pp. 
116-162) place Machiavclli in the context of his time, and relate Machiavellian 
ideas to broader problems of philosophy. A penetrating work, full of suggestive 
insights. 

Croce, Benedetto, Politics and Morals (English trans., London, 1946). Chap. II 
(pp. 44-50) is a defense of Machiavclli as seen in the light of Italian politics and 
traditions: “The art and science of politics, of pure politics, brought to maturity 
by the Italians, were to him a source of pride” (p. 47). See also Chap. X, “His- 
torical Pessimism” (pp. 136-138). 

Donoso Cortes, Juan, Ensayo sobre el Catolicismo, el Uberalismo y el Socialismo 
(Madrid, 1851). The biblc of Spanish antiliberal, antidemocratic, and anti- 
socialist thought. The author starts out with the interesting assumption that 
every great political question involves a great theological question. He then 
proceeds to demonstrate that modern liberalism and socialism arc nothing but 
doctrinal “errors” from the point of view of Catholic theology. For a more 
recent Spanish version of antidemocratic political thought, see Ramiro de 
Maeztu, Defensa de la Hispanidad (Madrid, 1934). This book influenced, more 
than any other single source, the ideology of Spanish Fascism. It is anti-French, 
ariti-American, and anti-English on ideological and political grounds, and extols 
the authoritarian virtues of sixteenth- and seventeenth-century Spain, including 
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the blessings of the Inquisition. The best anthology of recent Spanish and 
Hispanic-American thought is Jose Gaos (ed.), Antologta del pensamiento de 
lengua espanola en la edad contemporanea (Mexico City, 1945 ). See also William 
Ebenstcin, Church and State in Franco Spain (Princeton University, Center of 
International Studies, Research Monographs, No. 8, Princeton, i960). 

Edwards, H. W. J., The Radical Tory: Disraeli s Political Development Illustrated 
from His Original Writings and Speeches (London, 1937 ). After Burke, no one 
has influenced British conservative thought more profoundly than Benjamin 
Disraeli. This volume of selections provides a useful guide to his thought. 
R. J. White (ed.), The Conservative Tradition (London, 1950), is a collection 
of statements by Conservative statesmen and publicists on philosophical, eco- 
nomic, and political issues; the period covered is from Burke to the middle of 
the twentieth century. The political ideas of Winston Churchill, the greatest 
Conservative of the twentieth century, have been assembled in encyclopedic 
form (in alphabetic order) by F. B. Czarnomski (ed.). The Wisdom of Winston 
Churchill: Being a Selection of Aphorisms, Reflections, Precepts, Maxims, Epi- 
grams, Paradoxes, and Opinions from His Parliamentary and Public Speeches, 
/900-/955 (London, 1956). For a brief and authoritative presentation of the con- 
temporary Conservative outlook, see Viscount Hailsham, The Conservative Case 
(Penguin Books, Baltimore, 1959). 

(i(xxai, (1. P., Hobbes (London, 1939). “Annual Lecture on a Master Mind” 
(umler the auspices of the Uenriette Hertz Fund of the British Academy) pre- 
sents, in brief and clear lorin, the main outlines of Hobbes’s thought, political 
and philosophical. Hobbes is placed in the perspective of English history and his 
later influence .U home and abroad. Gooch concludes that it “is one of the ironies 
of history that the disciples whom the author of Leviathan failed to find in his 
own country and his own time are crowding the continental stage after the 
lapse of three hundred years” (p. 42). See also CJ. E. G. Catlin, Thomas Hobbes 
as Philosopher, Publicist and Man of Letters (Oxford, 1922); John Laird, Hobbes 
(Ixindon, 1934); Woodward, “Thomas Hobbes,” in F. J. C. Hearnshaw 
(ed.). Social and Political Ideas of Some Great Thinl^ers of the Sixteenth and 
Seventeenth Centuries (l.ondon, 1926), Chap. VII (pp. 153-173); Richard Peters, 
Hobbes (Penguin Books, Baltimore, 1956); Howard Warrender, The Political 
Philosophy of Hobbes: His Theory of Obligation (Oxford, 1957); and Bertrand 
dc Jouvcnel, Sovereignty (Cambridge, 1957), Chap. XIV, “The Political Conse- 
cjucnces of Hohbes" (pp. 231-246). 

Hobbes, Thomas, Leviathan (Blackwell’s Political Texts, Oxford, 1946). Contains 
a long “Introduction” (pp. vii-Ixvi) by Michael Oakeshott, which is one of the 
best half-dozen studies of the leviathan ever published. It throws new light on 
that classic, and deviates substantially from the orthodox interpretations. For an- 
other unorthodox analysis, see Leo Strauss, The Political Philosophy of Hobbes 
(Oxford, 1936, reprinted, Chicago, 1952). 

Laski, Harold J., The Dangers of Obedience and Other Essays (New York, 
1930). Chap. IX, “Machiavclli and the Present Time” (pp. 238-263), is sharply 
critical of Machiavclli, whose doctrine is called a “gospel of death” (p. 262). 
For a similar interpretation, but in greater detail, sec Lro Strauss, Thoughts on 
Machiavelli (Glencoe, 1958). 
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Laski, Harold J., Political Thought in England: From Loc^e to Bentham (Lon- 
don, 1920), pp. 165-215. In the sixth chapter, Laski gives a more than sympa- 
thetic account of Burke: “There is hardly a greater figure in the history of 
political thought in England” (p. 214). Similar, and even more lyrical, expres- 
sions are interesting evidence of the hold that the greatest conservative writer 
in England has over a liberal and socialist like Laski. This extensive study of 
Burke, including some important critical observations, is highly revealing of the 
political and intellectual climate in England. 

Maine, Sir Henry, Popular Government (New York, 1886). At a time when 
popular government seemed to progress toward eventual acceptance everywhere. 
Sir Henry Maine was one of the few Englishmen to sound a note of pessimism 
in an atmosphere of buoyant optimism. His principal argument against democ- 
racy was that “multitudes include too much ignorance to be capable of under- 
standing their interest” (p. 86). An incisive analysis of his ideas will be found 
in K. B. Smellie, “Sir Henry Maine,” Economica, VIII (March, 1928), 64-94. 
Meinecke, Friedrich, Machiavellism: The Doctrine of Raison d'Etat and Its Place 
in Modern History (New Haven, 1957)- The most thorough study of the con- 
cept and evolution of the reason of state, from Machiavelli to the twentieth 
century. 

Mencken, Henry L., Notes on Democracy (New York, 1926). Strongly Nietz- 
schean, and full of witty pessimism and cynicism about democracy. One of 
Mencken’s main conclusions on democracy is: “It is incomparably idiotic, and 
hence incomparably amusing” (p. 21 1). 

Morley, John Viscount, Politics and History (London, 1923). A collection of 
essays, with an interesting paper on Machiavelli (pp. 129-180), written from a 
Liberal point of view. 

Olschki, Leonardo, Machiavelli the Scientist (Berkeley, 1945). A very brief and 
suggestive interpretation of Machiavelli in the light of the new scientific tenden- 
cies 'of his time. Olschki characterizes Machiavelli as “one of the greatest expo- 
nents of the laical genius of Italy that sought clarity, knowledge and wisdom as 
manifestations of a free human judgment and of autonomous intellectual ex- 
periences” (p. 56). See also Federico Chabod, Machiavelli and the Renaissance 
(Cambridge, Mass., 1958), and James H. Meisel, The Myth of the Ruling Class: 
Gaetano Mosca and the "Elite’ (Ann Arbor, 1958), Chap. XIII (“Machiavelli 
and the Machiavellians,” pp. 262-285). 

Paine, Thomas, The Rights of Man (London, 1791). Probably the most famous 
answer to Burke’s Reflections on the Revolution in France; the two should be 
read together. 


CHAPTER VII. THE IDOL STATE 

Brown, Ivor, English Political Theory. 2d rev. ed. (London, 1929), pp. 136-151. 
In the chapter “Collectivism and the Sovereign State" Brown deals with the im- 
pact of Hegel’s political philosophv on English thought, particularly his doctrine 
of “Real Will” or (as Rousseau called it) “General Will.” Brown concludes that 
this doctrine is “psychologically false” and “practically vicious,” because it 
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“hands unlimited powers to the person or persons who can claim to formulate 
it, and creates a superior class who can logically inflict ‘forcible freedom’ on 
everybody else for their ‘real good.’ Plato and Hegel faced the results of their 
premises and stood rightly against democracy” (p. 149). 

Carritt, E. F., Morals and Politics (London, 1935), pp. 105-127. Incisive and 
critical analysis of the moral foundations of Hegelian political thought, espe- 
cially of Hegel’s approach to the problem of political obligation. For a discussion 
of the two chief exponents of Hegelian political philosophy in England, Green 
and Bosanquet, see pp. 128-157. The best answer to Hegel and Bosanquet is 
L. T. Hobhousc, The Metaphysical Theory of the State (London, 1918). See, 
esfxrcially, C^hap. Ill, “The Real Will,” and Appendix I, “Hegel’s Theory of the 
Will.” John H. Muirhead, The Platonic Tradition in Anglo-Saxon Philosophy 
(New York, 19^1), takes up the problem of Hegelian influences in England 
and America (pp. 147-218, 315-323). 

Friedrich, Carl J. (eel.), The Philosophy of Hegel (Modern Library, New York, 
*95?)* A collection of portions of Hegel’s major writings, including a long Intro- 
duction (pp. xiii-lxiv) by the editor. 

CiRiERsuN, H. I. (^, Carlyle and Hitler (Cambridge, 1933). In many respects sym- 
pathetic to (Carlyle’s sexial and political views. The author, a distinguished Scot- 
tish literary critic and scholar, is particularly impressed with Carlyle’s revolt 
against laissez faire. 

Marcuse, Herbert, Reason and Revolution: Hegel and the Rise of Social Theory, 
and cd. (New York, 1955). A vigorous (but hopeless) attempt to present Hegel 
as a liberal. The author argues that the “progressive ideas of liberalism” (p. 413) 
in Hegel's fwhtical thought are incompatible with fascist totalitarianism, and 
that (German Nazism was “anti-Hegelian in all its aims and principles” (pp. 
418-419). For more moderate defenses of Hegel against the charge of authori- 
tarian stalism, sec W, T. Stace, The Philosophy of Hegel: A Systematic Exposi- 
tion (New York, 1955), and John N. Findlay, Hegel: A Re-examination (Lon- 
don, 1958), The following controversy about Hegel’s “Prussianism” will be 
found very stimulating: T. M. Knox, “Hegel and Prussianism,” Philosophy, XV 
(january, 1940), 51-63; E. F. Carritt, “Hegel and Prussianism,” ibid. (April, 
1940). i 9«->96; and the final rejoinders by both Knox and Carritt, “Hegel and 
Prussianism,” ibid. (July, 1940), 313-320. See also Bertrand Russell, A History 
of Western Philosophy (New York, 1945), pp. 730-746. 

P<»i*PER, K. R., The Open Society and Its Enemies (Princeton, 1950). One of the 
outstanding treatises on a vital issue; the struggle, in history, between social 
science and social myth. In the first part. Popper presents Plato as the founder 
ol the unscientific, dogmatic, and irrational tradition that has done so much 
harm in ham^Tcring the development of rational social thought and institutions. 
In the second part, Hegel and Marx arc similarly dealt with, Hegel much more 
severely than Marx. See, in particular. Chap. XII, “Hegel and the New Tribal- 
ism” (pp. 223-273). 

Santayana, (teoroe. Egotism in German Philosophy (New York, 1916). A gen- 
eral inquiry into the nature of C^erman philosophy and an examination of indi- 
vidual (German thinkers like (Joethe, Kant, and Nietzsche. A useful supplement 
to this work, written from a different point of view, is John Dewey, German 
Philosophy and Politics (New York, 1915). 
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ScHAPiRO, J. Salwvn, “Thomas Carlyle: Prophet of Fascism,” The Journal of 
Modern History, XVII (June, 1945), 97 -“ 5 - The experience of Fascism and 
Nazism has shown Carlyle in a new light, as this important study demonstrates. 
For a critical appraisal of Carlyle, see also J. M. Robertson, Modern Human- 
ists Reconsidered (London, 1927), Chap. I (pp. 1-43), and Crane Brinton, 
English Political Thought in the Nineteenth Century (London, 1933), pp. 
164-177. 

SoNTAG, Raymond, “The Future in Retrospect: The Geimany of Trcitschkc,” 
Foreign Affairs, XVIII (October, 1939), 127-139. One of the most trenchant 
analyses of Treitschke’s Politics. One of Sontag’s main conclusions is that the 
Politics “is valuable today because from its pages we can learn how much of 
the contemporary Germany is rooted deep in the past and therefore unlikely 
to be easily uprooted” (p. 137). See also Andreas Dorpalen, Heinrich von 
Treitsch 1 {e (New Haven, 1957) for a divergent interpretation. 

Stirk, S. C., The Prussian Spirit: A Survey of German Uterature and Politics, 
igi4-J940 (London, 1941). A valuable book because it is the only account, in 
English, of major German writers whose influence at home has been profound, 
although their work is virtually unknown outside of Germany. See also Rohan 
D’O. Butler, The Roots of National Socialism, (New York, 1942). 

Troeltsch, Ernst, “The Ideas of Natural Law and Humanity in World Politics” 
(1922), in Otto Gierke, Natural Law and the Theory of Society, /500 to 1800 
(trans. by Ernest Barker, Beacon Paperbacks, Boston, 1957), pp. 201-222. This 
lecture by Troeltsch, one of the most creative German scholars of the twentieth 
century, and politically a liberal, is a penetrating comparison between German 
and western political thought. Troeltsch points out that the contrasts between 
the two are not recent, but go back to the Middle Ages. In particular, he stresses 
the fundamental difference between the western conception of liberty as ab- 
sence of constraint and the German view of liberty as voluntary subordination to 
the state. See also William Ebenstein, The German Record: A Political Portrait 
(New York, 1945), Chap. II, “State and Society in German Politics” (pp. 32-61). 
For the record of German Liberalism, sec the following: Leonard Kricgcr, The 
German Idea of Freedom: History of a Political Tradition (Boston, 1957); 
Guido de Ruggiero, The History of European Liberalism (Beacon Paperbacks, 
Boston, 1959), pp. 21 1-274; and Rudolf Olden, The History of Uberty in Ger- 
many (London, 1946). 


CHAPTER VIII. FASCISM: GOVERNMENT 
BY FORCE AND LIES 

BeneS, Eduard, Democracy: Today and Tomorrow (London, 194^)* Chap. V, 
“Modern Antidemocratic Ideologies and European Democracy.” As a student of 
politics, as Foreign Minister and President of Czechoslovakia, BeneS had unusual 
opportunities to study, first hand, Italian Fascism and, even more thoroughly, 
German Nazism. See also the following: E. B. Ashton, The Fascist: His State 
and His Mind (London, 1937); William Ebenstein, Fascist Italy (New York, 
1939); William Ebenstein, The Nazi State (New York, 1943); Dante L. 
Germino, The Italian Fascist Party in Power (Minneapolis, 1959); Carl J. 
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Friedrich (ed.)» Totalitarianism (Cambridge, Mass., 1954); Carl J. Friedrich 
and Zbigniew K. Brzezinski, Totalitarian Dictatorship and Autocracy (Cam- 
bridge, Mass., 1956); and R. H. S. Crossman, Government and the Governed, 
4th ed. (London, 1958), Chap. IX, “Fascism” (pp. 246-293). 

Borgese, G. a., “The Intellectual Origins of Fascism,” Social Research, I (Novem- 
ber, 1934), 458-48«5. I'his article by the eminent literary historian and publicist 
disentangles the various strands in the fabric of European Fascism. Borgese 
stresses the role of the romantic movement in creating an intellectual milieu 
which favored the growth of Fascist ideas. A similar view of romanticism is also 
expressed in Peter Quenncll, “The Romantic Catastrophe,” Horizon, I (May, 

1940) , 328-345. By contrast, Jacques Barzun absolves the romantics from this 
charge in Romanticism and the Modern Ego (Boston, 1943). One of the most 
extensive explorations of the intellectual origins of totalitarianism, especially 
Fascism, is Hannah Arcndt, The Origins of Totalitarianism, 2nd ed. (Meridian 
Books, New York, 1958). 

Chakotin, Serge, The Rape of the Masses (London, 1940). The subtitle is “The 
Psychology of Totalitarian Propaganda,” and the work is mainly devoted to 
Nazism. 

( a)Llin<.w<x)d, R. (i.. The New Leviathan (Oxford, 1942). The last part is en- 
titled “Barbarism” (pp. 342-387). In it, Collingwood defines the nature of 
barbarism as “hostility toward civilization” (p. 342), and then proceeds to 
explain barbarism through four historical illustrations. A controversial work,- 
written in a highly peculiar and mannered style, yet rich in provocative ideas. 

Dennis, Lawrence, The Coming American Fascism (New York, 1936), and The 
Dynamics of War and Revolution (New York, 1940). By one of the leading 
pro-Fascist writers in the United States. 

Dicks, Henry V., “Personality Traits and National Socialist Ideology,” Human 
Relations. Ill (June, iQ'So), 1 11-154. Based on empirical research, this is one of 
the best psychological analyses of the Fascist personality. A complementary essay 
of equally lasting significance is David M. Levy, “Anti-Nazis: Criteria of 
Differentiation,” in Alfred H. Stanton and Stewart E. Perry (cds.), Personality 
and Political Crisis ((Jlcncoe, 1951), pp. 15 1-227. See also the following: Peter 
Nathan, The Psychology of Fascism (London, 1943); David Abrahamsen, Men, 
Mind, and Power (New York, 1945); Wilhelm Reich, The Mass Psychology of 
Fascism (New York, 1946); (nistav Bychowski, Dictators and Disciples: From 
Caesar to Stalin: A Psychoanalytic Interpretation of History (New York, 1948); 
(L M. Gilbert, The Psychology of Dictatorship: Based on an Examination of the 
Leadership of Nazi Germany (New York, 1950); Ernest Jones, “The Psychol- 
ogy of Quislingism,” International fournal of Psycho-Analysis, XXII (January, 

1941) , 1-6; A. L. Edwards, “Signs of Incipient Fascism,” fournal of Abnormal 

Psychology, XXXIX (July, 1944), Leo Alexander, “The Molding of 

Personality under Dictatorship,” fournal of Criminal Law and Criminology, 
XL (May-June, 1949), 3-27; and Zevedei Barbu, Democracy and Dictatorship: 
7 heir Psychology and Patterns of IJfe (Evergreen Books, New York, 1956). 

Dutt, R. P.alme, Fascism and Social Revolution (New York, 1935). One of the 
most authoritative interpretations of Fascism from a Marxist-Communist point 
of view. Dutt strcs.ses the thesis that Fascism is essentially a symptom of capital- 
ism in decay. 
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Hoess, Rudolf, Commandant of Auschwitz: The Autobiography of Rudolf Hoess 
(Cleveland-New York, 1959). Hoess was commandant of th< Auschwitz ex- 
termination camp from May 1940 to December 1943; during 1942 and 1943 
about two and a half million Jews — men, women, and children— were murdered 
in gas chambers. Hoess was arrested by British authorities in Germany in March 
1946, handed over to the Polish Government in May (Auschwitz is on Polish 
territory), and tried and executed in April 1947. He wrote his autobiography 
while in prison, feeling no remorse for his crimes. “Auschwitz became,” Hoess 
writes, “the greatest human extermination center of all time” (p. 160), and he 
goes on saying that “the reasons behind the extermination program seemed to 
me right” (ibid.). Lord Russell of Liverpool, former Assistant Judge Advocate 
Cieneral of the British Armed Forces and an authority in the study of CJerman 
war crimes, writes as follows in his Introduction to Hoess* autobiography: 
“During the war probably not less than twelve million men, women, and 
children from the invaded and occupied territories were done to death by the 
Germans. At a conservative estimate, eight million of them perished in con- 
centration camps. Of these, not less than five million were Jews. The estimated 
number given by the Prosecution at the Nuremberg Trial of Major War Crim- 
inals was six million” (pp. 13-14). See also Lord Russell of Liverpool, The 
Scourge of the Swastii^a: A Short History of Nazi War Crimes (Ballantinc 
Books, New York, 1954), and Eugen Kogon, The Theory and Practice of Hell 
(Berkley Books, New York, 1950). Kogon, a German Catholic Liberal, was 
arrested by the Gestapo (German Secret Police) in March 1938; in September 
1939 he was sent to the Buchenwald concentration camp, where he managed to 
survive until April 1945, finally liberated by United States armed forces. His 
account is one of the most detailed of the day-to-day operation of a typical Ger- 
man concentration camp. Elie A. Cohen, Human Behavior in the Concentration 
Camp (London, 1954), is written from the viewpoint of medical psychology and 
based on first-hand experience, the author (a Dutch physician) having been an 
inmate of a concentration camp in 1942-1945. 

JoAD, C. E. M., A Guide to the Philosophy of Politics and Morals (London, 1938). 
Chap. XVI (pp. 605-663), “Theory of Fascism,” is a clear presentation of the 
origins and characteristics of Fascism and Nazism. 

Menzel, Adolf, Der Staatsgedanhe des Faschismus (Leipzig-Vienna, 1935). This 
work by one of the leading Austrian political scientists attempts to trace the 
main tenets of Fascist political theory to their historical origins. Menzel deals 
with German and Italian predecessors of Fascist ideas, and makes also some in- 
teresting observations on French influences like Rousseau and Sorel, and on 
British writers like Hobbes and Burke. His analogies are at times somewhat far- 
fetched, but his book is valuable in presenting the thesis that Fascism and 
Nazism have deep roots in the Western world, and cannot be simply explained 
by the iniquities of the Versailles I'reaty and high unemployment figures. 

Myers, Gustavus, History of Bigotry in the United States (New York, 1943). 
This work by a great, and unorthodox, American historian is of considerable 
importance to the understanding of anridemocratic attitudes. Myers succeeds in 
establishing the fact that the antidemocratic tradition in the United States (as 
revealed in religious and racial bigotry) has always existed side by side with the 
official democratic tradition of the country, although the former has never been 
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able to win over the majority to its doctrines. The book is also valuable for the 
exposure of the intimate connections between religious bigotry and native Amer- 
ican Fascism and Nazism. 

Rapparo, William E., The Crisis of Democracy (Chicago, 1938). Rappard, a 
Swiss writer, examines the growth of modern democracy and its challenge by 
the totalitarian systems. Chap. IV deals with the origins and background of 
Italian Fascism and German Nazism (pp. 133-181). 

SoREL, Georges, Reflections on Violence (Paris, 1906; English trans., London, 
1915). This book has been of immense importance in the formation of an 
intellectual cult of violence. Sorcl was primarily concerned with the revolution 
of the proletariat, but his ideas influenced also the Fascists, especially in Italy. 

SwEEZY, Paul M., The Theory of Capitalist Development (New York, 1942), 
pp. 329-347. The chapter “Fascism” is based on fairly orthodox Marxist as- 
sumptions. The author sees in Fascism “one form which imperialism assumes in 
the age of wars of redivision.” Adopting the view that Fascism is essentially to 
be understood in terms of decadent capitalism, Sweezy docs not give proper 
weight to other factors, such as historical and political traditions that determine 
the degree of political maturity and civilization of a society. 

Veblen, Thorstein, Imperial Germany and the Industrial Revolution (New York, 
1915). Published over a generation ago, this is still the best book on modern 
Cicrmany. As in so many other matters, Veblen was unorthodox enough to per- 
ceive that (icrman science and technology were a superficial veneer, behind 
which lurked archaic and antidemocratic ways of social ideas and institutions. 
He was the only American of his time to see that modern Japan offered a 
striking analogy in this peculiar combination of scientific technology and pre- 
scientific modes of thinking and living. This book is indispensable to an under- 
standing of Cj'erman political thought. 

WiLOEBLixiD, Peter, “English Criminals,” Encounter, IX (July, 1957), 24-29. 
With respect to the |X)litical views of English criminals, the author writes that 
they typically tcml toward fascism, and that “there is quite an extensive Hitler- 
cult (p. 26). 1 he typical member of a criminal gang is not a Byronic figure 
looking for unlimited freedom, but a man “who has willingly surrendered him- 
self to the control of a powerful group— a surrender which absolves him from 
the painful necessity of choice or responsibility. He does not wish to be an indi- 
vidual {ibid.). 1 he main attraction of the gang for the criminal lies in the fact 
that it calls for little or no self-discipline; what discipline there is is arbitrarily 
imposed from above. The ideas of loyalty and obligations to others, which are 
so repugnant to the criminal mind, are thus excluded from the start. The gang, 
like the Fascist state, is a false brotherhood based on fear. Not only is there no 
honor among thieves, but no effective solidarity apart from that engendered by 
mutual distrust” {ibid.). 


CHAPTER IX. TOTALITARIAN COMMUNISM 

Berlin, Is.aiah, Karl Marx, 2d ed. (New York, 1948). The best short biography. 
Carr, Edward H., The Soviet Impact on the Western World (New York, 1947). 
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Carr IS one of the not too many writers on Soviet Communism for whom Rus- 
sian history did not begin in 1917. He has the knowledge and historical per- 
spective to separate, in Soviet thought and institutions, Western from Russian 
influences. Specifically, his short book takes up the political, economic, social, 
international, and ideological impacts of Sovietism on the Western world. 

Carritt, E. F ., Morals and Politics (London, 1935), pp. 1 70-177. Critical analysis 
of “dialectical materialism.” 

Cole, G. D. H., The Meaning of Marxism (London, 1948). One of the best in- 
troductions into the general body of Marx’s thought, the materialist interpreta- 
tion of history, his theory of the state, and his economic analyses, including the 
theories of value and surplus value. Cole successfully simplifies some of the 
complexities of Marx’s ideas without doing violence to them. In addition, he 
points out the social changes that have taken place since Marx, and discusses 
their implications for socialist movements. His discussion of the new class of 
white-collar workers and their political psychology is particularly noteworthy. 

Dicks, Henry V., “Observations on Contemporary Russian Behaviour,” Human 
Relations, V (May, 1952), in- 175. Not a study of Russian national character, 
but of the interaction of personality and environment in the context of Com- 
munist totalitarianism. Though based on a small number of subjects, this is a 
pioneering analysis of personality and social structure. See also Margaret Mead, 
Soi^iet Attitudes toward Authority (New York, 1951), and Raymond A. Bauer, 
The New Man in Soviet Psychology (Cambridge, Mass., 1952). Morris L. Ernst 
and David Loth, Report on the American Communist (New York, 1952) is 
largely done in terms of personality analysis, and Gabriel A. Almond, The Ap- 
peals of Communism (Princeton, 1954) is a comparative study of why people 
join, and leave, the Communist movement in the United States, England, France, 
and Italy, Hadley Cantril, The Politics of Despair (New York, 1958), is an 
empirical pioneering study on the psychology and outlook of Communist voters 
in France and Italy, by a leading American social psychologist. 

Djilas, Milovan, The New Class (Praeger Paperbacks, New York, 1959). Pos- 
sibly the most important book on communism since the Communist Manifesto. 
See also his Land Without Justice (New York, 1958), and Anatomy of a Moral 
(New York, 1959). 

Dobb, Maurice, Marx as an Economist (New York, 1945). A brief pamphlet on 
the main points of Marx’s economic theory in clear and elementary terms. Dobb 
is one pf the leading Marxist economists in England. See also his Studies in the 
Development of Capitalism (London, 1946). 

Eastman, Max, Marxism: Is It Science? (New York, 1940). Attacks Marxism 
mainly on the ground that it is unscientific. See also R. N. Carew Hunt, 
Marxism: Past and Present (New York, 1954), and Alfred G. Meyer, Marxism: 
Its Unity of Theory and Practice (Cambridge, Mass., 1954). For an analysis of 
Marx’s concept of “alienation,” consult David Braybrooke, “Diagnosis and 
Remedy in Marx’s Doctrine of Alienation,” Social Research, XXV (Autumn, 
1958), 325-345, and Reinhold Niebuhr, The Nature and Destiny of Man, Vol. 

I (New York, 1949), pp. 43-53. 

Engels, Friedrich, On Historical Materialism (New York, 1940). A brief essay,, 
published first in 1892 — one of the most succinct statements of the meaning of 
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historical materialism. It stresses the English roots of philosophical materialism, 
especially Bacon, Hobbes, and Locke, the “fathers of the brilliant French school 
of materialists” which made the eighteenth century a “pre-eminently French 
century” (p. 8). Sec also Maurice Cornforth, Dialectical Materialism: An Intro- 
duction, 3 vols. (London, 1952-1954), for an extensive presentation from the 
orthodox MarxiM-communist viewpoint. 

FhDtRN, R\kl, The Materialist Interpretation of History (I^ndon, 1939). The 
subtitle is "A Oitical Analysis.” For the historical background, see Alexander 
(iray, The Socialist Tradition: Moses to Lenin (London, 1946), w'ith interesting 
materials on the (Jreek. Biblical, and medieval sources, and Harry W. Laidler, 
Social luonomic Movements (New York. 1944). Ci. D. H. Cole, A History of 
Socialist Thought, 5 vols. (New York, 1953-1960), includes much that is of 
interest to the student of Marxism and communism. 

Haldane, ]. B. S., The Marxist Philosophy and the Sciences (New York, 1939). 
A distinguished scientist and a Marxist, Haldane attempts to apply Marxist 
principles and categories of analysis to the natural sciences, such as physics and 
chemistry, biology and psychology, mathematics, cosmology, and, finally, sociol- 
ogy. An unusual bcnik that requires, apart from some iamiliarity with Marx 
and Kngels, a soliti knowledge oi the basic data in the physical sciences. Sec also 
Jack Lindsay, Maixism and Contemporary Science (London, 1949). 

Hook, Sidney (ed.). The Meaning of Marx (New York, 1934). This symposium 
contains “An Introduction to the Study of Marx” by Sherwood Kddy; “The 
Meaning of Marx” by Sidney I I<x>k; “Why 1 Am Not a Communist” by Ber- 
trand Russell, John Dewey, and Morris ('ohen; and “Communism Without 
Dogma” by Sidney Ihxik. Stimulating throughout. 

JoAD, E. M., Modern Political Theory (Oxford, 1924). Chaps. III-VI discuss, in 
elementary language, the main ideas of Marxism, socialism, syndicalism, guild 
.soiialisin, communism, and anarchism. The book also contains a selected bibli- 
ography which will be useful to beginners. 

Kai i>ky, Karl, Social Democracy versus Communism (New York, 1945). A 
collection ol essajs by the late leader of (Jerman Social Democratic thought. 
01 particular intere st is C^lhap. II, “Marxism ami the Dictatorship of the Prole- 
tari.it” (pp. 22-47). Kautsky’s hostility to Bolshevism and the Soviet Union 
liiuis expression in C'haps. III-VI (pp, 48-99). 

Lalvroiie, Pai'I, and Liebknecht, Wilhelm, Karl Marx: His Life and Worl^ 
(New York, 1943). 'Lhesc brief “reminiscences” by Lafargue, Marx’s son-in- 
law, and by Liebknecht, (Jerman socialist leader, reveal some of the personal 
traits of Marx, mostly vlealing with his life in London amid his friends and 
political followers. 

Lanch, Os( \r, and Taylor, Fred M., On the Economic Theory of Socialism 
(Minnea|H>hs, i 93 ''*)- I'he two essays in this book seek to refute the charge that 
a scK-ialist economy is not practicable. Specifically, Lange and Taylor turn their 
attention to leading op^xinenis of socialism among economists, such as Lionel 
Robbins, F. A. Ha\ck, and Ludwig von Mises. The main argument of the two 
authors is that rational allocation of resources is possible under a planned social- 
ist economy. They also emphasize that a socialist economy is not only compatible 
with dcmocr.icy, but a natural outcome of its basic assumptions. For a survey of 
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the relevant literature, see Abram Bergson, “Socialist Economics,” in Howard 
S. Ellis (ed.), A Survey of Contemporary Economics (Philadelphia-Toronto, 
1948), pp. 412-448. 

Laski, Harold J., Communism: t^8t tg2j (London, 1927). Laski neither accepts 
nor rejects Marxism-Leninism in toto. The materialist intci t^retation of history 
seems to him, “as general doctrine, undeniable.” Yet he warns that “there is 
no justification for the resort to violence until the resources of reason have been 
exhausted” (p. 180). See, especially. Chap. IV, “The Communist Theory of 
the State.” See also Laski's two pamphlets, Karl Marx (London, 1921) and 
Marx and Today (London, 1943). 

Lerner, Max, Ideas Are Weapons (New York, 1939). A study of “Lenin’s The 
State and Revolution' (pp. 326-337) arrives at the conclusion that “in the 
movement of Western political theory he is in his realism one of the two or 
three towering figures since Machiavelli” (p. 337). 

Lindsay, A. D., Karl Marx’s Capital: An Introductory Essay (London, 1925). 
This short volume in the popular series. The World’s Manuals, attains its ob- 
jective admirably. The first chapter (pp. 15-26) gives a brief outline of Marx 
and Hegel, emphasizing especially the influence of Hegelian dialectic on Marx. 
Chaps. II-IV (pp. 27-108) provide well-balanced introductions into economic 
determinism, the labor theory of value, and the meaning of surplus value. The 
final chapter (pp. 109- 125) contains suggestive comparisons between Marx and 
Rousseau, each the father of a great revolution. 

Marcuse, Herbert, Soviet Marxism: A Critical Analysis (New York, 1958). 
Examines the relation of Marxist doctrine to Soviet reality, and concludes that 
Marxist ideology is a decisive part, and- that Soviet Marxism, in spite of its 
distortions, is pushing Soviet society toward more liberalized economic and 
political practices. 

Marx, Karl, and Engels, Friedrich, The German Ideology (London, 1938). 
Important for an understanding of Marxian philosophy and interpretation of 
history, this classic contains scathing criticisms of ninctecnth-ccntury Cierman 
philosophers and writers. 

Marx, Karl, and Engels, Friedrich, Selected Correspondence (New York, 1942). 
Over two hundred letters, written by Marx and Engels to each other or to 
leading socialist writers and publicists. These letters not only reveal Marx and 
Engels as human beings in their relations to their friends but also contain suc- 
cinctly formulated insights that frequently make a point more clearly and con- 
vincingly than more ponderous treatments in their better-known works. See 
also Lewis S. Feuer (ed.), Marx and Engels: Basic Writings on Politics and 
Philosophy (Anchor Books, New York, 1959), including a selection of less well- 
known pieces. 

Popper, K. R., The Open Society and Its Enemies (Princeton, 1950). The second 
part is on Hegel and Marx; Chaps. XIII-XXII examine some of the major as- 
sumptions of Marx’s thpught, especially its claim to be scientific. In the literature 
on Marx, these studies by Popper are noteworthy for their unusual balance of 
judgment and historical perspective. Critical reviews of the political theory of 
communism will be found in Historicus, “Stalin on Revolution,” Foreign Affairs. 
XXVII (January, 1949), 175*214; Hans Kelscn, The Political Theory of Bolshe- 
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vism (Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1949); and R. W. Carew Hunt, The Theory 
and Practice of Communism (New York, 1950). 

RusstLL, Bertrand, Proposed Roads to Freedom: Socialism, Anarchism and Syn- 
dicalism (New York, n.d.). The first part of the book looks at the past, and 
analyzes Marxism, anarchism, and syndicalism. The second part takes up the 
major problems of a scKialist society, such as work and pay, government, inter- 
national relations, science and art, and, finally, a vision of “The World as It 
C^ould Be Made.” Unorthodox and stimulating. See also Russell’s Bolshevism: 
Practice and Theory (New York, 1920, reprinted 1949). 

Russian Institute, Uolumbia University (ed.). The Anti-Stalin Campaign and 
International Communism: A Selection of Documents (New York, 1956). Con- 
tains the lull text of Khrushchev’s secret speech against Stalin and the “cult of 
jicrsonaliiy” (February 25, 1956), followed by the reactions of communist news- 
papers and organizations throughout the world. 

Seton- Watson, Huom, From I^nin to Khrushchev: A History of World Com- 
munism (New York, i960). The best short history of world communism, with 
sjxrcial emphasis on underdeveloped areas, where communism has been most 
successlul. Sec also I^'ranz Horkenau, European Communism (New York, 1953); 
Stefan T. Fossony, A Century of Conflict: Communist Techniques of World 
Revolution (Chicago, 1953); and Stephen King-Hall, The Communist Con- 
spiracy (New York, 1953), 

Stalin, I()shi*ii, and Wells, H. (J., Marxism vs. Liberalism: An Interview (New 
York, 1945). 'Hie interview of Stalin by Wells took place on July 23, 1934. 
Stahn denied that “the Communists arc enamored with violence. They would 
he j)leased to drop violent methods if the ruling class agreed to give way to 
the working class. But the exjK*ricncc of history speaks against such an assump- 
tion.” Stalin also conceded that of all the ruling classes, the British ruling 
groups, aristocratic and bourgeois, were the cleverest and most flexible in grant- 
ing rclorms and concessions. For an introduction into Stalin’s thought, see his 
Selected Writings (New York, 1942). 

WETThK, (iusT.w A., Dialectical Materialism: A Historical and Systematic Survey 
of Philosophy in the Soviet Union (New York, 1958). The author, an Austrian 
jesuit teaching the history of Russian philosophy at the Papal Oriental Institute 
in Rome, is one of the top cxfKrrls on Marxism and communism in the Roman 
t^tholic Church, h’or Protestant interpretations, see John C. Bennett, Chris- 
tianity and Communism (New York, 1949), and J. V. Langmead Casserley, 
The Bent Woild: A Christian Examination of East-West Tensions (New York, 
> 955 )- 

Wilson, Fdmund, To the Finland Station (Anchor Books, New York, 1953). 
Contains studies of Marx and Engels (pp. 111-346) and Lenin (pp. 347-474). 
*rhe Ixiok is also valuable for the analysis of the origins of modern socialism 
(esjxrcially in France) as well as for some trenchant chapters on Trotsky. 

'/inner, Paul h. (ed.). National Communism and Popular Revolt in Eastern 
hiiiopc (New York, 1956). .A collection oi documents on the background and 
events ot the Hungarian and Polish Revolutions in 1956. See also Imre Nagy, 
On Communism: In Defense of the New Course (New York, 1957), a defense 
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of “national communism” by the Prime Minister of Hungary during the Revo- 
lution of 1 956* Charles P. McVicker, Titoism: Pattern jor International 
Communism (New York, 1957). 


Pari IV: Capitalism^ Socialism^ and the Welfare State 

CHAPTER X. PRIVATE PROPERTY AND 
FREE ENTERPRISE 

Becker, Carl, Freedom and Responsibility in the American Way of Life (New 
York, 1946). Chap. V (pp. S^-122) is a defense of private economic enterprise, 
although it allows that there is a definite place for public intervention. How- 
ever, “the primary aim of all governmental regulation of the economic life of 
the community should be, not to supplant the system of private economic enter- 
prise, but to make it work” (p. in). 

Berle, a. a., and G. C- Means, The Modern Corporation and Private Property 
(New York, 1932). The classic work on the transformation of property in the 
age of corporate business. The authors point to the massive concentration of 
property, power, and control in the corporate organization of business and in- 
dustry. A much friendlier attitude toward corporate business is displayed by 
Berle in his more recent The 20th Century Capitalist Revolution (New York, 
1954) and Power Without Property (New York, 1959). See also George W. 
Stocking and Myron W. Watkins, Monopoly and Free Enterprise (New York, 
1951); A. D. H. Kaplan, Big Enterprise in a Competitive System (Washington, 
1954); Herrymon Maurer, Great Enterprise: Growth and Behavior of the Big 
Corporation (New York, 1955); Walton Hamilton, The Politics of Industry 
(New York, 1957); Sylvia and Benjamin Selckman, Power and Morality in a 
Business Society (New York, 1956); Francis X. Sutton and Others, The Amer- 
ican Business Creed (Cambridge, Mass., 1956); and Louis M. Hacker, American 
Capitalism (Anvil Books, Princeton, 1957). For a critical refutation, from the 
Marxist viewpoint, of the newer, “revisionist” theories of capitalism, see Paul 
M. Sweezy, “Theories of the New Capitalism,” Monthly Review, XI (July- 
August, 1959), 65-75. 

Cecil, Lord Hugh, Conservatism (London, 1912). This volume, in the Home 
University Library, by a leading British Conservative has an interesting chapter, 
“Property and Taxation” (pp. 118-1 ^ 9 ). Lord Cecil begins his argument with 
these observations: “Nothing has more effective significance in Conservatism 
than its bearing on questions of property. Ever since Conservatism arose to 
resist the revolutionary movement of 1789, the defense of property has been 
one of its principal purposes. And it is with questions of property that the most 
important of political conflicts in the future will be wholly or partly concerned” 
(p. 118). 

Dahl, Robert A., “Business and Politics: A Critical Appraisal of Political Science,” 
American Political Science Review, LIII (March, 1959), 1-34. A critical survey 
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of the literature on business as a political order and on the relations of business 
to the American political system. The author draws on a variety of sources — 
political, economic, sociological, legal, and historical. 

Editors of Fortune, U.S.A.: The Permanent Revolution (New York, 1951). A 
vigorous reaffirmation of the American free enterprise system, presenting in 
popular language the general philosophy of Fortune Magazine. Speaking of the 
transformation of American capitalism, the authors write as follows: “What 
counts is that the old concept that the owner has a right to use his property just 
the way he pleases has evolved into the belief that ownership carries social obliga- 
tions, and that a manager is a trustee not only for the owner but for society as 
a whole” (p. 88). 

(Jalbraith, John Kenneth, The Affluent Society (Boston, 1958). Having exam- 
ined, in a fresh and original manner, the mechanism of American capitalism 
in American Capitalism: The Concept of Countervailing Power (Boston, 1952). 
the author explores in the present work the goals of the American economy. The 
problems of the “affluent society” are new both for the political economist and 
the jiolicy-makcr, and although such problems can now best be studied in the 
United Stales, other nations with rapidly rising living standards and expanding 
wealth will soon face similar issues. Galbraith’s main proposal is to balance the 
present ovcr-sjiending in the private sector of the economy by sharply increased 
expenditures in the public sector, such as education, health, and municipal re- 
development (to mention but a few). Even where one does not agree with 
(lalbraitb, one always enjoys the freshness of his thought and the wit and 
urbanity of his style. 

Hamh/ion, Walton II., “Properly — According to Locke,” Yale Law Journal, XLI 
(April, 1931), 8O4 880. Protects Locke against his own defenders, especially the 
zealots who have read into Locke’s theories of property more than he himself 
meant. 

Hayek, F'. a., The Constitution of Liberty (Chicago, i960). The most scholarly 
ami best argued case lor the free-enterprise system basetl on constitutional gov- 
ernment and the rule of law available in English. In a “Postscript” (pp. 397-41 1) 
llayek explains “Why I Am Not a Conservative,” and defines his overall posi- 
tion as that of “an unrepentant Old Whig” (p. 409), or Liberalism as understood 
Irom the laic seventeenth to the late nineteenth century. Sec also F. A. Hayek 
(ed.). Capitalism and the Historians (Chicago, 1954). 

Keynes, joiiN Mwnard, The End of Laissez Faire (London, 1926). In this little 
book ol filly pages, Keynes first draws a historical sketch of the evolution of 
laissez fane, and then inc|uires into th^economic prospects of the future. He is 
persuaded that capitalism, wisely managed, “can probably be made more effi- 
cient for attaining economic ends than any alternative system yet in sight, but 
that in itself is in many ways extremely objectionable” (pp. 52-53). Is there 
any way out of this dilemma.? “Europe lacks the means, America the will, to 
make a move” (p. 54). Reprinted in William Ebenstcin, Great Political Thinks- 
ers: Plato to the Present, 3rd cd. (New York, i960), pp. 654-666. 

Larkin, Pas('Hal, Property in the Eighteenth Century, with Special Reference to 
England and Loc{e (Dublin, 1930). Contains analytical summaries of Locke s 
ideas on property and his influence on political and economic thought. 
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Laski, Harold J., The Rise of European Liberalism (London, 1936). The second 
chapter, “The Seventeenth Century,” deals with the relationships between lib- 
eralism and early capitalism, and gives an analysis of l^cke as one of the cen- 
tral figures on this era: “His state is nothing so much as a contract between 
a group of businessmen who form a limited liability company whose memo- 
randum of association forbitls to the directors all those practices of which the 
Stuarts had, until this time, been guilty” (p. 116). The treatment of Locke is 
highly critical in this work. 

Spencer, Herbert, Social Statics (London, 1H51); Principles of Sociology, ^ vols. 
(London, 1876-1896); and The Man versus the State (London, 1884). These 
three major works by Herbert Spencer are still the best and most uncompro- 
mising expression of the social and economic doctHUN of laissez faire. 

Weber, Max, The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism (1922, English 
trans., Londem, 1930). The great Ocrmaii sociologist attacks the study of capi- 
talism from the religious angle, and stresses the role of Calvinism and Puritan- 
ism in the growth of the capitalist spirit. A not too dissimilar thesis will be 
found in R. H. Tawney, Religion and the Rise of Capitalism (London, 1926). 
Weber’s view is challenged by H. M. Robertson in his Aspects of the Rise of 
Economic Individualism: A Criticism of Max Weber and His School (Cam- 
bridge, 1933). Robertson adduces evidence to prove the origins of capitalism 
in Catholic countries like France and Italy. The answer to Robertson will be 
found in the work of a Jesuit writer, The Economic Morals of the Jesuits: An 
Answer to Dr. H. M. Robertson, by J. Broderick, S.J. (London, 1934). S^e also 
Ralph Barton Perry, Puritanism and Democracy (New York, 1944), 

XII, “The Economic Virtues” (pp, 297-320), and A. Whitney (Jriswold, “Three 
Puritans on Prosperity,” New England Quarterly, VII (September, 1934), 475* 
493 - 

Wright, David McCord, Capitalism (New York, 1951). A spirited defense of 
capitalism as the most democratic and productive system. See also Thomas 
Wilson, Modern Capitalism and Economic Progress (London, 1950); William 
E. Rappard, The Secret of American Prosperity (New York, 1955); and Colin 
Clark, “What’s Wrong With Economics?” Encounter, X (April, 1958), 15-23. 


CHAPTER XL DEMOCRATIC SOCIALISM 

Barker, Ernest, Political Thought in England: 1848-igi/f. (London, 1915; 2nd 
ed., 1928), pp. 203-247. The last chapter, “Economics and Politics,” traces the 
beginnings of socialist ideas in Britain from the eighteen eighties on. It analyzes 
the British reactions to Marx, and briefly indicates the birth and growth of 
Fabianism. 

Beer, Max, Fifty Years of International Socialism (London, 1935). This auto- 
biography of a Continental socialist, who spent about a quarter of a century in 
England, contains some penetrating insights into English politics in general 
and English socialism in particular. In Chap. XXIV, “Interview with Lenin” 
(pp. 144-159), Beer explained t:* Lenin some of the effects that he observed 
in revolutionary socialists who had fled from the Continent to England: “Revo- 
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lutionary exiles, if they live for any length of time in England, turn gradually 
into reformists; she acts upon them as a de-revolutionizing filter. 1 have met in 
London former revolutionists and terrorists from Germany and Austria, Com- 
munards and Anarcho-Communists from the Latin countries, who had become 
wise in England. With an air of superior wisdom they held forth on the virtues 
of ‘compromise, statesmanlike attitude, sagacity, well-balanced judgment, and 
preference of expediency to principle,’ and all those stock phrases they had 
heard in lecture-halls, or had read in The Times or The Spectator'’' (pp. 152- 
* 53 )- 

Bl'bek, Martin, Paths in Utopia (Beacon Paperbacks, Boston, 1958). The author, 
holder of the chair of s^ial philosophy at the Hebrew University in Jerusalem, 
defends the non-Mar xifr socialism of Owen, Saint-Simon, Fourier, Proudhon, 
and Kro|X)tkin against the Marxist-communist doctrine of class war and dic- 
tatorship. Buber holds that socialism based on small associations of freely co- 
operating individuals is the only realistic approach to the reconstruction of 
moilcrn scKieiy, and that it is far from being “utopian,” as Marx and Engels 
sarcastically called it, whereas the self-styled “scientific” doctrines of Marx and 
Lenin are cloomed to fail precisely because they violate the true nature of man, 
his needs lor freedom and cooperation. As an example of cooperative socialism 
based on [XTSonal freedom and voluntary association, the author describes in 
the cpiKigue the “Kvuza,” or Village Commune, in Israel (“An Experiment 
1 ’hat Dill Not Fail,” pp, 1^1)149). All in all, this is one of the classic guides to 
non-Marxist socialist thought. 

(i. D. H., Socialism m Evolution (London, 1938). Chap. IV (pp. 133-159), 
"Marxism in the Moilern World,” is indispensable to an understanding and 
modification of basic Marxian doctrines in the light of social and industrial 
changes since Marx’s death. Cole demonstrates, in particular, the impact of the 
growth of the white-collar workers, the “salariat,” as contrasted with the old- 
tyj)c “proletariat” of manual workers in the heavy industries. The failure of 
C'oniincntal socialist parties to attract the “salariat” led to their decline, whereas 
the British Labor Party succeeded in winning over the allegiance of the white- 
collar workers, thus ensuring for itself in 1945 a strong majority in the House 
ot C'ommons. 'Fhc other chapters of the book deal with problems of the labor 
and socialist movcinents in Europe, particularly western Europe, and throw a 
good deal ol light on the psychology and strategy of English socialism. 

(%)i.K, (i. D. H., A History of Socialist Thought, 5 vols. (New York, 1953-1960). 
I'he most comprehensive work on the subject in any language, this will prob- 
ably become his enduring contribution to the literature on socialism. An indi- 
vidualist at heart, Cole generally sympathizes with minorities (or even minori- 
ties within minorities) in the socialist movement that are Left-of-center. Carl 
A. Landauer, European Socialism: A History of Ideas and Movements from the 
Industrial Revolution to Hitlers Seizure of Power, 2 vols. (Berkeley-Los An- 
geles, 1959), concentrates on Continental Europe (including Russia), and em- 
|)ba sizes movements and jx)licies rather than ideas. In contrast to Cole, Lan- 
dauer’s sympathies are with the moderate forces in the socialist movement, and 
bis work thus balances Cole’s. 

('ripps, St\fford, Towards Christian Democracy (London, 1946). Like Attlee, 
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Cripps became a socialist largely through his deep religious convictions. See 
also William Dale Morris, The Christian Origins of Soda' Revolt (London, 
1949), a brief survey of the subject from the Middle Ages to the present. Wil- 
liam Temple, Christianity and the Sodal Order (Penguin Books, London-New 
York, 1942) illustrates the climate of religious opinion in England. The author, 
Archbishop of Canterbury, came close to some of the fundamental positions of 
British socialism, and his book explains why politically active ministers of 
religion in Britain will be found more often in the labor movement than in the 
Conservative Party. 

Crosland, C. a. R., The Future of Socialism (New York, 1957). The most im- 
portant theoretical analysis of socialism since the end of World War II. The 
author, a renowned British economist, tones down traditional socialist objec- 
tives like nationalization and planning, and stresses social equality and the cul- 
tivation of the good life for all. The book concludes as follows: “We do not 
want to enter the age of abundance, only to find that we have lost the values 
which might teach us how to enjoy it” (p. 529). 

Egbert, Donald Drew and Persons, Stow (cds.). Socialism and American Life, 
2 vols. (Princeton, 1952). Indispensable to the study of modern socialism. Vol. 
II deals entirely with the literature on socialism, and is the most comprehensive 
critical bibliography of the subject in existence. 

Gaitskell, Hugh, Socialism and Nationalization (Fabian Tract No. 300, Lon- 
don, 1956). The Leader of the Labor Party, opposed to any further large-scale 
nationalization of industry, concludes his argument by saying that “the most 
vital question is how far greater social and economic equality can be achieved 
without more nationalization and public ownership” (p. 31). Similar views arc 
also expressed by CJaitskell in his Recent Developments in British Socialist 
Thinking (London, 1956). A Conservative British economist, Thomas Wilson, 
examines the same problem in “Changing Tendencies in Socialist Thought,” 
Lloyds Bank Review, New Series, No. 41 (July, 1956), 1-22. For an American 
evaluation, see Andrew Hacker, “Why Nationalize? — British Labor’s L^n- 
asked Question,” Social Research, XXII (Spring, 1955), 1-24, and “Original 
Sin vs. Utopia in British Socialism,” Review of Politics, XVIII (April, 1956), 
184-206. 

Jenkins, Roy, The Labor Case (Penguin Books, Baltimore, 1959). A popular 
presentation, written before the general elections in 1959. While not official, 
the book reflects the outlook of the majority in the leadership and rank-and- 
file. 

Menger, Anton, The Right to the Whole Produce of Labour (London, 1899). 
Several important chapters are on eighteenth- and nineteenth-century precursors 
of British socialism. The English edition of the book is notable for two features: 
first, it contains an "Introduction” of over one hundred pages by H. S. Foxwell, 
mostly on nineteenth<entury English socialist thought; second, Foxwell also 
contributed a “Bibliography of the English Socialist School” (pp. 191-267), 
which is unique in the history of English socialism. The background of English 
socialism is also extensively treated in Harry W. Laidlcr, Social-Economic 
Movements (New York, 1944), and Alexander Gray, The Socialist Tradition: 
Moses to Lenin (London, 1946). 



8s8 BIBLIOGRAPHICAL NOTES 

Morris, William, Selected Writings, cd- by G. D. H. Cole (New York, 1934). 
This Centenary Edition contains most of Morris’ essays and tracts (pp. 475- 
671). See, in particular, “Useful Work versus Useless Toil,” “Art and Social- 
ism,” “A Factory as It Might Be,” “How I Became a Socialist,” and “Com- 
munism” (pp. 603-671). 

PiGou, A. C., Sccialism versus Capitalism (London, 1937). One of Britain’s lead- 
ing economists deals with such issues as distribution of wealth and income, the 
allocation of productive resources, unemployment, profit, technical efficiency, 
and the problem of incentive. He is sympathetic toward the method of “grad- 
ualness” in social and economic change, including the nationalization of im- 
portant industries. 

Russell, Bertrand, Political Ideals (New York, 1917). Russell’s socialism is 
highly individualistic: “Political ideals must be based upon ideals for the indi- 
vidual life.” He looks lor a renewing of the spirit of man and society as much 
as for a change of the economic system of capitalism, “wasteful on the produc- 
tion side, and unjust on the side of distribution.” The need of liberating the 
creative rather than the jxjssessive impulses is strongly urged by Russell. On 
the other hand, he warns against the danger of overcentralization under so- 
cialism, and is sympathetic to the guild socialists and other advocates of eco- 
nomic decentralization. 

S<'ni'Mi>EThR, Joseph A., Capitalism, Socialism, and Democracy (New York, 1942; 
^rd ed., 1950). A distinguished economist discusses the probable future of the 
capitalist system and the prosj^ccts of democratic socialism in what is likely to 
bec<«mc a classic work. Schumpeter is rather critical of Marxism, and more in 
sympathy with the h'nglish approach, 

Shaw, Mkrnaru, and Others, Fabian Essays (London, 1889). The most famous 
document on “I'abian Socialism.” In addition to Shaw, the contributors were 
Syilncy Webb, (Jraham Wallas, Sydney Olivier, William Clarke, Annie Besant, 
and llulKit Bland. It has sold many tens of thousands of copies since its first 
piihliuition, and has never ceased to be a steady seller in the field of socialist 
hicrauire. I'or an analysis of Fabianism, see also O. D. H. Cole, The Fabian 
Satiety (I’abian Tract No. 258, London, 1942); E, R. Pease, History of the 
Fabian Sotiely (New York, 1925); the Diamond Jubilee number of the Fabian 
(Jiiaiteily (No. 41, April, 1944), a special issue devoted to the history and 
pros|x-cis of the Fabian Society; and Maigaret Cole, “The Fabian Society,” The 
Political (hun telly, X\' (July-Sept., 1944), 245-256. 

Thomas, Norman, A SiKialist’s Faith (New York, 1951). The most systematic 
statement of stxialist principles by the leader of American socialism, empha- 
sizing the democratic nature of the movement. See also his “Has Socialism Any 
I'uture.?” The Progressive, XX (August, 1956), 5-8, and David A. Shannon, 
The Socialist Party of America: A History (New York, 1955). 


CHAPTER XIL PLAN OR NO PLAN? 

Davies, Ernest, National Enterprise: The Development of the Public Corpora- 
tion (London, 1946). The public corporation is a new and challenging institu- 
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tional device of economic planning and socialization. See also William A. Rob- 
son (ed.), Problems of Nationalized Industry (New York. 1051); Ben W. 
Lewis, British Planning and Nationalization (New York, 1952) . Edward (lood- 
man, Forms of Public Control and Ownership (London. 19S1); 'Y. I'ricdmann 
(ed.), The Public Corporation: A Comparative Symposium (Toronto. 1954); 
and H. A. Hanson, Public Enterprise: A Study of Its Organization and Man- 
agement in Various Countries (Brussels, 1955). A scathing indictment of eco- 
nomic planning and nationalization in Britain will be found in R. Keli-Cohen, 
Nationalization in Britain (New York, 1959)- 
Frankfurter, Felix, The Public and Its Government (New Haven, 1930). The 
first chapter, “The Demands of Modern Society upon Gover iment” (pp. 1-3^), 
is a concise outline of the social needs that have inevitably called for govern- 
mental action. In Chaps. 11 (pp. 36-80) and 111 (pp. 8. .aa). Frankfurter dis- 
cusses the following issues: “Does Law Obstruct Govetnment?" and Public 
Services and the Public.” See also William Keilhau, Pnvau md Puhl,c Plan- 


HaybI FatsnaicH A., The Road to Serfdom (Chicago, H-e 

book against planning. Hayek argues that in a planned 
get to the top. that the rule of law is incompatible with planning, and hat tbe 
fuppression of dissent becomes unavoidable in a planned 
Store against planning the following may be ment.cned ^n 
Zdeal by Planning (London, .948); Walter Lippmann, The Good So^ty 

P«ce andfar (l^ndon .47^ 

TonlmZlfwA-m York, t,53); Michael P. Fogarty, Heonomic 
C<».»^(I^ndon. •SS?). ^ Me 

W: J5o^V™(^^ndon, .949) A sLialist economUt. Lewis «-ms Panning 
rather than nationalization as the chief instrument of economic policy. See 

.be following: ^rlUnda.^^^^^^^ 

fcSriim i 945 )"e F.’l*L''Du’tbin, Problems of Eeonomie P/aumtig (Um- 
KSi W. FrLmann, The Planned Ssase and she Rule of U. 

(Melbourne 1948). Democracy o» the March (New York, .944)- The 

Regionalism 

Mannheim, Karl, Man a y •, y sociological jargon, but 

A lengUty treatise, wr.tten in ..Thought at the Level 

worthy of close scrutiny. See, in P* ‘ „ ,he Level of Plan- 

York, 1950). 
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Mises, Ludwig von, Socialism (New York,- 1935; originally published as Die 
Gemeinwirtschajt in 1922). An important book, because Mises was the first 
to popularize a few basic arguments against planning and socialism that later 
gained wider currency through the books of Hayek in England and of Lipp- 
mann in the United States. The reason why socialism is impossible, according 
to Mises, is the lack of “economic calculations” in a socialist community. In 
addition, all the standard arguments against planning or socialism, from bu- 
reaucratic centralization to soulless totalitarianism, are found in Mises. See also 
Mises’ “Economic Calculation in the Socialist Commonwealth,” in F. A. Hayek 
(ed.). Collectivist Economic Planning (London, 1947), pp. 87-130, Human 
Action: A Treatise on Economics (New Haven, 1949), and The Anticapitalist 
Mentality (Princeton, 1956). 

WooTToN, Barbara, Plan or No Plan? (New York, 1935). Mrs. Wootton’s first 
book on planning, and still worth reading. 


CHAPTER XIII. THE WELFARE STATE 

Arnold, Thurman, The Foll{lore of Capitalism (New Haven, 1937). This book, 
full of wit and irony as well as of learning and scholarship, shows that “politi- 
cal government” is not the only, or necessarily the most oppressive, form of 
government; “economic government,” especially as it appears in corporate busi- 
ness and monojxdies, also expresses jxiwer relations between men. Arnold shows 
how the folklore and mythology of capitalism transform the realities of eco- 
nomic government into innocent fictions and magic rituals. Reprinted in the 
“Yale Paperbacks” (New Haven, 1959). 

Beard, Charles A., The Economic Basis of Politics (New York, 1922; 3rd ed., 
1947). One of Beard’s most famous studies; it is particularly significant for its 
illuminating insights into the American political experience. 

Brady, Robert A., Business as a System of Power (New York, 1943). The author 
exposes the influence of organized big business on national government and 
politics, and draws his source material mainly from the United States, Great 
Britain, CJermany, and Italy. 

Brandeis, Louis, The Curse of Bigness (New York, 1934). The best selection of 
Brandcis’ pai>crs and statements on social, economic, and political issues. It has 
also useful bibliographies of books and articles written by, and on, Brandcis. 
Some of his other important books arc: Other People’s Money and How the 
Bankers Use It (New York, 1914); Business— A Profession (Boston, 1914); 
and The Social and Economic View of Mr. Justice Brandeis, ed. by Alfred Lief 
(New York, 1930). Sec also Felix Frankfurter (ed.), Mr. Justice Brandeis 
(New Haven, 1932), with contributions by Charles E. Hughes, Max Lcrner, 
Felix Frankfurter, Walton H. Hamilton, and others; and Alpheus T. Mason, 
Brandeis: A Free Man’s Life (New York, 1946). 

De Cirazia, Alfred (ed.), Grass Roots Private Welfare (New York, 1957). 
Fifty case studies linked by the common philosophy of solving social problems 
by voluntary action of the community rather than by compulsory action of the 
government. See also A. F. C. Boudillon (ed.), Voluntary Social Services (Lon- 
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don, 1945), and John G. Turnbull and others, Economic and Social Security' 
Public and Private Measures Against Economic Insecurity (New York, 1057). 

Douglas, Paul H., “Colossus on the Potomac: Causes and Cures of Big Govern- 
ment,” Harper’s Magazine, CCVIl (July, 1953), 21-27. Shows that the exten- 

^ sion of government is largely the product of war rather than social welfare. 

Glueck, Sheldon (ed.). The Welfare State and the National Welfare (Cam- 
bridge, Mass., 1952). A symposium of articles hostile to the theory and practice 
of the welfare state. See also Wilhelm Ropke, Welfare. Freedom, and Inflation 
(London, 1957); Conservative Political Center, The Future of the Welfare 
State (London, 1958); and J. Enoch Powell, “Conservatives and Social Serv- 
ices,” The Political Quarterly. XXIV (April-June, 1953). 156-166. Critiques of 
the welfare state from a Left-wing socialist viewpoint will be found in Kingsley 
Martin, Socialism and the Welfare State (London, 1951), and G. D. H. Cole, 
Is This Socialism? (London, 1954). 

Lauterbach, a. T., Economic Security and Individual Freedom: Can We Have 
Both? (Ithaca, 1948). See also I. M. D. Litde, A Critique of Welfare Economics 
(Oxford, 1950); Henry Steele Commager, “Appraisal of the Welfare State,” 
The New Yorl{^ Times Magazine (May 15, 1949) loflF; N. A. Smith, “Theory 
and Practice of the Welfare State,” The Political Quarterly, XXII (October- 
December, 1951), 369-381; D. L. Hobman, The Welfare State (London, 1953); 
A. C. Pigou, “Some Aspects of the Welfare State,” Diogenes, No. 7 (Summer, 
1954), i-ii, reprinted in William Ebenstein, Great Political Thinkers: Plato to 
the Present, 3rd ed. (New York, i960), pp. 836-843; William A. Robson, The 
Welfare State (London, 1957); and Richard M. Titmuss, Essays on the Wel- 
fare State (London, 1958). 

Lekachman, Robert (ed.). National Policy for Economic Welfare at Home and 
Abroad (New York, 1955). A collection of essays by American economists on 
domestic and international aspects of economic and social welfare. 

Lerner, Max, Ideas Are Weapons (New York, 1939). This collection of essays 
has a short paper on “Woodrow Wilson: The New Freedom and the New 
Deal” (pp. 113-116). Lerner maintains that, despite some differences, “there 
is a real historical continuity between the New Freedom and the New Deal” 
(p. 1 1 5). A perceptive account of the background of American thinking on 
the welfare state will be found in Currin V. Shields, “The American Tradition 
of Empirical Collectivism,” American Political Science Review, XLVI (March, 
1952), 104-120. 

MacIver, Robert M., The Web of Government (New York, 1947). In Chap. VI 
(pp. 1 14-143), the author probes into “Property and Status” as bases of politi- 
cal authority: “Every system of government sustains a corresponding system of 
property. To change the one is to change the other” (p. 125). MacIver there- 
fore attacks the Lockean conception of property as a right which exists prior 
to law and the state. In the discussion of the possibility of economic planning 
in a democratic society, the author argues for a mixed economy of private and 
public enterprise: “In the mixed economy there is not the monopoly of power 
that the socialist economy inevitably entails— monopoly in the sense that now 
there can be no foci of power outside the political order” (p. 357). MacIver 
takes up this issue more fully in Chap. XI, “The Transformations of Func- 
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tion,” especially in the last section on "functions of economic control" (pp. 
340-359), The problem of community, one of the central issues in Maciver’s 
thought, is more fully developed in Carl J. Friedrich (cd.), Community 
(Nomos II, New York, 1959), with contributions by Carl J. Friedrich, Hunt- 
ington (-aims, William Y. Klliott, (icorge E. Cl. C'atlin, Talcott Parsons, and 
others. 


Madison, (Charles A., Critics and Crusaders: a Century of American Protest 
(New York, 1947)- ^ K^od first introduction into the thinking of the major 
dissenters in America. The book is divided into the following sections: the 
Abolitionists, the “Utopians, ’ the “Anarchists,” the “Dissident Economists,” 
the Militant Liberals, and the Socialists. There is also a useful bibliography 
(pp- 539-5S4)- 

Merriam, ("Imarles E., Public and Private Government (New Haven, 1944). In 
these lectures, Merriam summarizes his political thinking and experience on 
the relationships of public and private government. He demonstrates how po- 
litical, or public, government is only one of the forms of effective social control 
and domination, and suggests a broader approach to the whole problem of 
authority, in which the power and government of social and economic groups 
are recognized and adequately dealt with, 

Niebuhr, Reinhold, The Children of Light and the Children of Darl^ness (New 
York, 1946). (>hap. Ill (pp. 86-118) is on the relationships of “The Com- 
munity and Property.” Niebuhr rejects both Liberalism and Marxism: “Neither 
understands projKrty as a form of power which can be used in either its in- 
dividual or Its social form as an instrument of particular interest against the 
general interest. Liberalism makes this mistake in regard to private property 
and Marxism makes it in regard to socialized property” (p. 106). 

PoLANYi, Karl, The Great Transformation (New York, 1944). ^ provocative 
and challenging inquiry into the disintegration and collapse of the nineteenth- 
century liberal^ civilization. The author sees in the doctrine of the “self-regu- 
lating market” one of the most fateful assumptions of liberal economics and 
politics. His inlerpreiation of recent changes emphasizes the rediscovery of 
society and the reintegration of economics and politics. 

Kir)sevei.t, I-rvnklin 1)., Selected Speeches. Messages. Press Conferences, and 
Letters (edited by Basil Rauch, Rinehart Editions, New York, 1957). The 
arrangement is chronological. Edwin C. Rozwenc (ed.), The New Deal: Revo- 
lution or hi’olutwri? (Boston, 1949), is a collection of essays on the New Deal 
encompassing the whole political spectrum from Herbert Hoover to Earl 
Browder. Richard Hofstadier, The Age of Reform: From Bryan to F. D. R. 
(New \ork, 1955), shows the place of the New Deal in the context of the 
American tradition of reform. Mario Einaiidi, The Roosevelt Revolution (New 
York, |0S9), shows the place of the New Deal in the context of world affairs. 
SwEEz^, I AVI. M., The Theory of Capitalist Development (New York, 1942) An 
account of crises, depressions, and monopolies from the Marxist point of view 
(pp- *33-236, 270-286). ^ 

Veblen. Thorstein, The Engineers and the Price System (New York, 1921). 
This short book is probably the best introduction into Vcblcn’s approach to 
political economy. The following of his works are of major importance: The 
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Theory of the Leisure Class (New York, 1899); The Instinct of Worl(manship 
and the State of the Industrial Arts (New York, 1914); The Higher Learning 
In America (New York, 1918); Absentee Ownership and Business Enterprise 
in Recent Times: The Case of America (New York, 1923); and Essays in Our 
Changing Order (New York, 1934). What Veblen Taught (edited, with a long 
introduction, by Wesley C. Mitchell, New York, 1936) is made up of selections 
from Veblen’s more important writings. The standard biography is Thorstein 
Veblen and His America, by Joseph Dorfman (New York, 1934). A detailed 
bibliography of Veblen’s writings will be found on pp. 519-524. Interesting 
analyses of VeWen are also contained in Max Lcrner, Ideas Are Weapons (New 
York, 1939)) PP- ii7-i4i> and in Charles A. Madison, Critics and Crusaders: 
A Century of American Protest (New York, 1947), pp. 3 « 8 - 339 - 


Part V: From NatioaalUm to World Order 

CHAPTER XIV. NATIONALISM: PEACEFUL 
OR AGGRESSIVE? 

Bkogan, D. W., French PmomUitics and Problems (New York, 1946). A coIIk- 
tion of essays and reviews, with first-rate studies of French nationalists like 
Maurras and Bariis in Chaps. VII, XII, and XIII. See, in parti^lar, CUp. 
XIII, “Charles Maurras: the Politics of Hate,’’ for the lucid analysis of how 
the prophet of “integral nationalism’* was finally sentenced to life imprisonment 
in i944_for treasonable collaboration with the enemies of his country. A sys- 
tematic study of the intimate connections between nationalism and profascist 
treason, in Europe and in the Americas, remains to be written. 

Cobban, Alfred, National Self-Determination (London, 1944). After a survey of 
the problem of national self-determination from World War I to World War II, 
the author deals with the limits of national self-determination. Sec also Annette 
Baker Fox, The Power of Small States (Chicago, 1959), showing in concrete 
case studies that small states, far from being only passive pawns in Great Power 
deals, are able to assert their influence in world affairs. , 

Fessler, L., “Psychology of Nationalism,’’ Psychoanalytic Review XXVIII (July, 
1941), 37 :^' 383 - See also Gfoa R 6 hcim, “The Psychology of ^triotism, Amer- 
i^ Imago, VII (March, 1950), 3-19; Gertrud M. Kurth, Hidcrs Two Ger- 
manics: A Sidelight on Nationalism,’’ in Gcza Rohcim (ed.), Psychoanalysis 
and the Social Sciences (New York, 1950), H, 293'3*2; and J-'^cllyn Quecner, 
“The Development of Internationalist Attitude,’ of Soaal PsyM^gy> 

XXIX (May, 1949), 221-235, 237-252, and ibid., XXX (August, 1949), 105-1^. 

Kohn, UMisJprophets and Peoples (New York, 1946). An authority on the in- 
tdlKtual origins and evolution of nationalism discusses here 
fiatinnalism through somc of its main representatives. Chap. Ill (pp. 77 '* 04 ) 
is on Mazzini. sJsiso Kohn!| The Idea ot Natimalism: A Study in 

. -I York, 1044); R. 0 . Hawtrey, Economic Aspeett 0/ 

'sLreignty. and L (New York, 1952); and Lui. Diea del Corral, The Rape 
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of Europe (New York, 1959), particularly Chap. X, “Nation, Nationalism, and 
Supernation” (pp. 220-255). 

Mathew, David, Acton (London, 1946). The best short study of Lord Acton. 
See also Crane Brinton, English Political Thought in the Nineteenth Century 
(London, 1933), pp. 198-211, and E. L. Woodward, “The Place of Lord Acton 
in the Liberal Movement of the Nineteenth Century,” Poliuca, IV (September, 
1939), 248-265. 

Nationalism, A Report by a Study Group of the Royal Institute of International 
Affairs (London-New York-Toronto, 1939). One of the outstanding investiga- 
tions into the nature of nationalism, illustrated by specific case studies. See also 
the following: E. H. Carr, Nationalism and After (London, 1945), a brief sur- 
vey of the evolution of nationalism in the modern era and its prospects in the 
future; H. Munro Chadwick, The Nationalities of Europe and the Growth 
of National Ideologies (Cambridge, 1945), with little-known facts on some 
medieval origins, linguistic and historical, of nationalism; John Drinkwater, 
Patriotism in Literature (London, 1924), a popularly written volume in the 
Home University Library; W. Friedmann, The Crisis of the National State 
(London, 1943), a notable examination of the rise of the modern national state, 
and of the causes of its decline and disintegration; Carlton J. H. Hayes, Essays 
on Nationalism (New York, 1926), with a valuable “Bibliographical Note” (pp. 
277-279); and Friedrich O. Hertz, Nationality in History and Politics (Lon- 
don, 1944), a comprehensive and scholarly work that traces the origins and 
evolution of modern nationalism in England, France, Russia, Austria-Hungary, 
and Prussia-Cicrmany. Hertz attains a rare degree of objectivity, balance, and 
historical perspective. A Marxian-Leninist approach to the problem of nation- 
alism will be found in Joseph Stalin, Marxism and the National Question (New 
York, 1942). Stalin had a lifelong interest in this question, and at one time 
was Commissar of Nationalities in the Soviet government. 

Niebuhr, Reimiolu, The Structure of Nations and Empires (New York, 1959). 
This is the most systematic statement of Niebuhr’s on nationalism and im- 
perialism in general and on the East-West tensions in particular. In his cus- 
tomary manner, he refuses to offer any cure-alls for the conflicts arising out of 
national and imperialism. His argument is less theological than his earlier 
works on ix)litical problems, although the religious basis of his thought remains 
unchanged. 

Snyder, I.t)uis L., The Meaning of Nationalism (New Brunswick, 1954). A pro- 
lific writer in the field of nationalism, the author concentrates in this work on 
the psychological and social foundations of nationalism and patriotism. 

Stannard, Harold, What Is a Nation? (Looking Forward Pamphlet No. 3, 
Royal Institute of International Affairs, London-New York, 1945). A short 
introduction into the various concepts of nation and nationality, analyzed 
against their background in the history of political thought and institutions in 
Europe and America. 

SwEEZY, Paul M., The Theory of Capitalist Development (New York, 1942), 
PP- 307-3^8. In the chapter “Imperialism,” Sweezy brings the Marxist theory 
of imperialism up to date, and secs in socialism the only, and inevitable, answer 
to imperialism. This excessively economic interpretation of imperialism fails to 



give due consideration to the factor of power-^ pditical rather than economic 
fact. 

Woolf, Leonard, Imperialism and Civilization (London, ’.928). A classical in- 
dictment of imperialism, written in pungent, and often brilliant, style. See also 
Leonard Barnes, Empire or Democracy? (London, 1939). 


CHAPTER XV. CONFLICT OR COMMON 
INTEREST? 

Angell, Norman, The Great Illusion (London, 1908; expanded, in 1938, into 
The Great Illusion — Now). Of the many works of Sir Norman Angell, this is 
probably still the most famous. The futility of war from an economic point of 
view, the nature of modern imperialism, and the need tor collective security are 
some of the main topics of the book. 

Aron, Raymond, The Century of Total War (Garden City, 1954). A leading 
French political thinker traces the development from limited to total war in 
the twentieth century. See also Kenneth N. Walz, Man, the State, and War 
(New York, 1959), and Theodore Ropp, War in the Modern World (Durham, 
N. C., 1959). J. D. Bernal, World Without War (New York, 1959), is a 
Marxist treatment of the problem of war, leading up to the conclusion that the 
establishment of economic collectivism throughout the world is the only — and 
sure — road to world peace. 

Beard, Charles A., The Idea of National Interest (New York, 1934). The sub- 
title is “An Analytical Study in American Foreign Policy.” 

Bentwich, Norman, The Religious foundations of Internationalism (London, 
J933). Deals with the pagan religions of antiquity, and with Judaism, Christian- 
ity, Islam, and the Far Eastern religions. 

Beveridge, Sir William, The Price of Peace (London, 1945). The author states 
as the target: “Rule of Law in Place of Anarchy between Nations.” 

Carr, E. H., The Twenty Years' Crisis (New York, 1939)* In spite of its title, 
this is not a history of the interwar years, but a systematic theory of inter- 
national politics; in this field it is unquestionably the most influential book 
written in the twentieth century. Carr, an English publicist strongly influenced 
by Hegel and the German school of Realpolitil{, emphasizes the elements of 
interest and power (as opposed to the concepts of ethics and harmony of 
interests) in international politics. His ideas have been popularized in the 
United States by Cieorge F. Kcnnan and Hans J. Morgenthau; see, in par- 
ticular, George F. Kennan, American Diplomacy, /900-/950 (Chicago, 1951), 
and Hans J. Morgenthau, In Defense of the National Interest: A Critied Fr- 
amination of American Foreign Policy (New York, 1951). Critical appraisals 
of this school of thought will be found in the following: Leonard Woolf, The 
War for Peace (London, 1940), a direct reply to Carr’s The Twenty Years’ 
Crisis; Frank Tannenbaum, The American Tradition in Foreign Policy (New 
York, 1955); Grayson L. Kirk, “In Search of the National Interest,” World 
Politics, V (October, 1952), 1 10-115; and Robert W. Tucker, “Professor Mor- 
genthau’s Theory of Political ‘Realism,’ ” American Political Science Review, 
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XLVI (March, 1952), 2i4'224. Morton Gordon and Kenneth N. Vines, Theory 
and Practice of American Foreign Policy (New York, 1955), contains a well- 
chosen selection of readings on both “idealism” and “realism” (pp. 43-149). 
Sec also John H. Herz, Political Realism and Political Idealism (Chicago, 
1951 ), and Kenneth W. Thompson, Political Realism and the Crisis of World 
Order (Princeton, i960). 

Cecil, Viscount, A Great Experiment: An Autobiography by Lord Robert Cecil 
(New York, 1941). This human document by a great Englishman who dedi- 
cated his life to the ideal of world order is illuminating in its interpretation of 
why the League of Nations finally failed. 

(jiNSBEKG, Morris, The Unity of Manl^ind (L. T. Hobhouse Memorial Trust Lec- 
tures, No. 5, London, 1935). The author, an eminent sociologist, arrives at the 
following conclusion; “The rate of unification has certainly been increasing 
enormously in the fields of economics and politics. What is needed is a parallel 
growth in moral wisdom. To bring social development into closer accord with 
ethical development is the task of social science and of social ethics in our time. 
In the long run our faith in the unity of mankind must rest upon our faith in 
the unity of human reason” (p. 29). 

Keeton, (ieoroe W., National Sovereignty and International Order (London, 
1959). Examines the problems of state sovereignty and international order from 
a legal as well as a [wlitical point of view. For a fuller discussion of the legal 
problems consult Hersh Lauterpacht, The Function of Law in the International 
Community (Oxford, 1933), and An International Bill of the Rights of Man 
(New York, 1945); Charles de Visscher, Theory and Reality in Public Inter- 
national Imw (Princeton, 1957); and Wallace McClure, World Legal Order 
((Chapel Hill, i960). The protection of human rights through international law 
and organization is dealt with in Moses Moskowitz, Human Rights and World 
Order (New York, 1958), and Pieter N. Drost, The Crime of State, 2 vols. 
(Leyden, i9'59), tke first volume being on “humanicide,” or governmental 
crimes against individual human rights, and the second on “genocide,” or 
governmental crimes against entire nations. 

Kelsen, Hans, Law and Peace in International Relations (Cambridge, Mass., 
1942). Kelsen urges that an international court with compulsory jurisdiction, 
rather than international government, is the immediate road to progress because 
“experience teaches that states submit more easily to an international court than 
to an international government” (p. 169). 

Laski, H. J., Studies in the Problem of Sovereignty (New Haven, 1917), and 
The Foundations of Sovereignty and Other Essays (New Haven, 1921). In 
these two bo<iks, Laski formulated his theory of “political pluralism,” as op- 
posed to the orthodox conceptions of state sovereignty. 

Levi, Fundamentals of World Organization (Minneapolis, 1950). 

Stresses the difficulties obstructing world order. 

Marriott, Sir Iohn A. R.. Commonwealth cr Anarchy? A Survey of Projects of 
Peace from the Sixteenth to the Twentieth Century (London, 1937). A valuable 
aid in studying earlier attempts to outlaw war among nations— and why those 
attempts eventually failed. 

Mi/RPin. Gardner (cd.). Human Nature and Enduring Peace (Boston-New 
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York, 1945). The contributions deal with problems of war and peace as well as 
with democracy, Fascism, education, and religion. See also the following: 
Edward Glover, War, Sadism, and Pacifism (London, 1933); John Dollard and 
others, Frustration and Aggression (New Haven, 1939); h. F. M. Durbin and 
John Bowlby, Personal Aggressiveness and War (London, 1939); CJeorge W. 
Kisker (ed.). World Tension: The Psychopathology of International Relations 
(New York, 1951); T. H. Spear (cd.). Psychological Factors of Peace and War 
(London, 1951); Hadley Cantril (ed.). Tensions That Cause Wars (Urbana, 
1950); Mark A. May, A Social Psychology of War and Peace (New Haven, 
* 943 )> Edward Chace Tolman, Drives toward War (New York-London, 
1942); William A. White, Thoughts of a Psychiatrist on the War and After 
(New York, 1919); Joost A. M. Mcerloo, Aftermath of Peace: Psychological 
Essays (New York, 1946); Ranyard West, Psychology and World Order (Pen- 
guin Books, London, 1945); G. B. Chisholm, The Psychiatry of Enduring 
Peace and Social Progress (Washington, 1946); Otto Klineberg, Tensions Af- 
fecting International Understanding: A Survey of Research (Social Science 
Research Council Bulletin, No. 62, New York, 19S0); and Alix Sirachey, The 
Unconscious Motives of War: A Psychoanalytical Contribution (London, 1957). 
Ernest Jones has three noteworthy papers on the psychological aspects of war 
in the first volume of his Essays in Applied Psychoanalysis (London, 1951): 
“War and Individual Psychology” (pp. 55-76); “War and Sublimation” (pp. 
77-87); and “Psychopathology and International Tension” (pp. 301-322). S. F. 
Stein, “The Major Cause of War — Emotional Incompctency,” fournal of Nerv- 
ous and Mental Disease, CXII (July, 1956), 66-74, be found suggestive. 

Routh, D. a., “The Philosophy of International Relations: T. H. Green versus 
Hegel,” Politica, III (September, 1938), 223-235. Elucidates the differences of 
thought and background between these two thinkers. Routh arrives at the con- 
clusion that the similarity between Hegel and the modern totalitarian state on 
the problem of international relations is “unmistakable.” 

Toynbee, Arnold J., A Study of History (abridgment of Vols. I-VI by D. C. 
Somervell, New York-London, 1947). Toynbee discusses, in the light of his- 
torical experience, “The Suicidalness of Militarism” (pp. 336-349). 

Vacts, Alfred, A History of Militarism (New York, 1937). Particularly valuable 
for the analysis of the impact of militarism on political ideas and institutions. 

Wight, Martin, Power Politics (Looking Forward Pamphlet No. 8, Royal Insti- 
tute of International Affairs, London-New York, 1946). An excellent brief 
discussion of the power factor in international relations. The author explains 
such concepts as great powers and small powers, the balance of power, vital 
interests and prestige, and briefly analyzes the impact of the United Nations on 
power politics. 

WoLFERS, Arnold, and Martin, Laurence W. (eds.), The Anglo-American Tra- 
dition in Foreign Affairs: Readings from Thomas Moore to Woodrow Wilson 
(New Haven, 1956). An unusual collection of readings in a neglected area. 

Wright, Quincy, A Study of War, 2 vols. (Chicago, 1942). This work by one 
of the foremost American scholars in the field of international law and organi- 
zation contains a wealth of dau on war, its history and development, and its 
impact on social and political institutions. 
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ZiMMERN, Alfred, Learning and Leadership (London, 1930). This slim volume 
of slightly over one hundred pages is weightier than many a ponderous treatise 
in the field. The author admirably conveys the intricate and complex character 
of international relations, and gives a subtle account of the qualities required 
for their mastery, especially in a democratic civilization. See also Grayson Kirk 
and others. The Changing Environment in International Relations (Washing- 
ton, 1956), and Max Belofi, Foreign Policy and the Democratic Process (Balti- 
more, 1955). 
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